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ABSTRACT
Examining the Buffering Effect of Mindfulness on the Relationship Between Stress and Ethical
Decision Making
by
Irina Kuzmich
Advisors: Zhiqing Zhou and Logan L. Watts

Poor ethical decision making is an issue in many modern-day organizations. Academic research
and the popular press have shown that failures in ethical decision making have resulted in harm
to organizations, their employees, and the societies in which they exist. While there is much
research into what may impact ethical decision making, this paper examined the effects of two
understudied factors, stress and mindfulness, within a self-regulatory framework. A 2x2
experimental design with undergraduate student participants was used in which each participant
was randomly assigned to a mindfulness training condition and a stress condition. Trait
mindfulness was also measured as a third predictor. Ethical decision making was measured by
asking participants to respond to two scenarios depicting ethical dilemmas in fictional
organizations. These responses were rated by six trained raters to obtain scores for use of seven
metacognitive decision making strategies and overall decision ethicality. Although support was
not found for the main effects and most of the interaction hypotheses, significant interactions
between trait mindfulness and stress were found for a number of metacognitive decision making
strategies, providing support for the potential of trait mindfulness to buffer the negative impact
of stress on ethical decision making. This highlights the promise of mindfulness interventions as
mechanisms for improving ethical decision making in organizations, presenting some support for
iv

the value of their implementation within ethical training programs and as free-standing
organizational initiatives. Mixed results were found for the role of self-regulation in providing a
theoretical explanation for the effects of stress and mindfulness, as well as for its relationships
with different mindfulness conceptualizations. Future research should investigate alternative
measures and manipulations in an effort to clarify the links between these variables, as well as to
provide a deeper understanding of the role of trait mindfulness as a buffer.

v

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
Writing this section of the dissertation feels like making an Academy Award acceptance
speech. Although there is no music to play me off, I will inevitably fall short in finding all of the
right words to express the enormous gratitude I feel toward the people who have been alongside
me and helped me on this journey.
I would like to start by thanking my advisors, Dr. Logan Watts and Dr. Zhiqing (Albert)
Zhou. Logan, I appreciate so much all of the time and energy that you put into guiding me with
this project. Thank you for all of your feedback, insights and suggestions, which allowed me to
transform a small idea into this extensive work, as well as your constant patience and support
throughout this whole process. Albert, thank you for all of your theoretical and statistical
guidance. Your many suggestions and timely feedback were so valuable in helping me design a
meaningful project. I am also grateful to my committee, Dr. Harold Goldstein, Dr. Kristin
Sommer and Dr. Julie Dinh. Thank you for your thoughtful questions, insightful feedback and
valuable expertise.
I am incredibly grateful to my colleagues, particularly my cohort—Ethan Rothstein, Pat
Lee, Brad Gray and Marino Mugayar-Baldocchi. Thank you for all of the support, laughs,
insightful conversations, commiseration, and celebrations over these many years. A special thank
you is due to Vivian Chou. You started out as my mentor in the program and quickly became a
close friend. I am endlessly grateful to you for your friendship and your support, whether it was
in-person or from across the country.
My deepest gratitude is to my parents, Lev and Roza Kuzmich. From a very young age,
you taught me the importance of a good education and hard work, and have yourselves set an
example with all that you have achieved You have always been by side and have sacrificed so

vi

much to give me the life that I have today. I could not have done this without your love, support
and encouragement. Thank you for always being there for me, to celebrate my accomplishments
and to comfort me during the challenging times. I am infinitely grateful to you for everything
that you have done for me and for just being you. I love you both very much. I am also grateful
to my grandma, Anna Zaks. Thank you for your reminders to live life and take care of myself,
and for calling me “The Professor” long before I earned the title. I’d also like to thank my
cousins, Dr. Marina Kuzmich and Dr. Anna Kuzmich, for setting the bar very high and becoming
the first doctors in our family. I’m excited to be the third member of the “Dr. Kuzmich Club.”
There are members of my family who I wish could be here today to see me reach this milestone.
To my grandpa, Iosif Zaks, this is yet another accomplishment that it pains me you are not here
to see. I hope you are looking down and you are proud of me. To my uncle Semen Kuzmich, I
know you had been waiting for this day to watch me graduate. I hope you are happy up there
seeing me become the academic you always bragged about.
To my friends who have been like family to me, thank you for your support and
encouragement, and for all of the texts, calls, lunch dates, gifs and memes which provided muchneeded study breaks.
Finally, to the countless people not mentioned here who knowingly and unknowingly did
little things that ended up making my days a bit easier and brighter: thank you, thank you, thank
you.

vii

CONTENTS
List of Tables ................................................................................................................................. x
List of Figures ............................................................................................................................... xi
Introduction ................................................................................................................................... 1
Ethical Decision Making ............................................................................................................. 3
Stress and Ethical Decision Making............................................................................................ 8
What is Mindfulness? ................................................................................................................ 12
Mindfulness and Ethical Decision Making ............................................................................... 17
The Effect of Mindfulness on the Relationship Between Stress and Ethical
Decision Making ....................................................................................................................... 22
The Interaction Between Trait Mindfulness and the Mindfulness Training ............................. 24
Method ......................................................................................................................................... 30
Pilot Studies............................................................................................................................... 30
Main Study ................................................................................................................................ 35
Results .......................................................................................................................................... 43
Manipulation Checks................................................................................................................. 44
Main Effect Analyses ................................................................................................................ 44
Moderation Analyses................................................................................................................. 45
Mediation Analyses ................................................................................................................... 49
Moderated Mediation Analyses ................................................................................................ 49
Exploratory Analyses ................................................................................................................ 49
Discussion..................................................................................................................................... 52
Hypothesis Overview ................................................................................................................ 53
Main Effects .............................................................................................................................. 53
Key Findings ............................................................................................................................. 55
Theoretical Implications ............................................................................................................ 59
Research Implications ............................................................................................................... 62
Practical Implications ................................................................................................................ 64
Limitations and Future Directions............................................................................................. 68
Conclusion ................................................................................................................................... 73
Tables ........................................................................................................................................... 74
Figures .......................................................................................................................................... 84
viii

Appendices ................................................................................................................................... 97
References .................................................................................................................................. 136

ix

TABLES
Table 1. Mindfulness Pilot Descriptive Statistics ..........................................................................74
Table 2. Stress Pilot Descriptive Statistics and Independent Samples Tests .................................75
Table 3. Participant Demographic Statistics .................................................................................76
Table 4. Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations of Independent, Mediator, Dependent
and Manipulation Check Variables ...............................................................................................77
Table 5. Means and Standard Deviations by Mindfulness Training Condition ............................79
Table 6. Means and Standard Deviations by Stress Condition .....................................................80
Table 7. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Ethical Decision Making ....................................81

x

FIGURES
Figure 1. Predicted interaction between stress and trait mindfulness ...........................................84
Figure 2. Predicted interaction between stress and mindfulness training .....................................85
Figure 3. Model of predictions based on self-regulation theory....................................................86
Figure 4. Example problem from the control condition.................................................................87
Figure 5. Example problem from the stress condition ...................................................................88
Figure 6. The interaction of trait mindfulness and stress on recognizing circumstances in
Case 1.............................................................................................................................................89
Figure 7. The interaction of trait mindfulness and stress on questioning your own and others’
judgment in Case 1.........................................................................................................................90
Figure 8. The interaction of trait mindfulness and stress on managing emotions in Case 1 .........91
Figure 9. The interaction of trait mindfulness and stress on analyzing personal motivation in
Case 1.............................................................................................................................................92
Figure 10. The interaction of trait mindfulness and stress on overall ethicality in Case 1 ...........93
Figure 11. The interaction of trait mindfulness and stress on considering your own and others’
perspectives in Case 1 ....................................................................................................................94
Figure 12. The interaction of mindfulness training and stress on managing emotions in
Case 1.............................................................................................................................................95
Figure 13. The interaction of mindfulness training and mindfulness experience on state
mindfulness. ...................................................................................................................................96

xi

This dissertation is dedicated to my mom and dad, Roza and Lev Kuzmich
Спасибо за вашу любовь и поддержку. Я вас очень люблю.

xii

Examining the Buffering Effect of Mindfulness on the Relationship Between Stress and Ethical
Decision Making
Ethical dilemmas are a prevalent and pressing concern for organizations. Research into
US Fortune 100 and Global 100 companies found that approximately 95 percent have an explicit
code of conduct listed on their websites (Sharbatoghlie et al., 2013). However, a report from the
Ethics and Compliance Initiative (2018) shows that among 5,101 employees surveyed, 47
percent have personally witnessed poor ethical decision making in their organizations. Lapses in
ethical decision making have been shown to have numerous and far-reaching consequences for
those both inside and outside of the organizations. These include fines, penalties, revenue loss,
tarnished reputations, loss of business relationships, employee turnover, bankruptcy, criminal
charges, economic damage, environmental and property damage, injury and death (Askew et al.,
2015; Baker et al., 2019; Gaspar et al., 2018; Treviño et al., 2014). Therefore, it is critical for
organizations to understand both what factors impact ethical decision making and how ethical
decision making can be improved.
The ethical dilemmas that individuals face in an organization are typically high stakes
and ambiguous, influenced by and implicating a number of factors. During ethical decision
making, individuals attempt to make sense of a particular dilemma through the use of
metacognitive strategies that allow for construction of a mental model, which can then be used as
a basis on which a decision is made (Thiel et al., 2012; Weick, 1995). The effective use of
metacognitive strategies during ethical decision making is dependent on an individual’s ability to
engage in self-regulation, with each strategy requiring one to regulate attention, thinking,
emotions and/or behaviors in order to explore and gain a broader understanding of the ethical
dilemma (Mumford et al., 2008). As a result, engaging in ethical decision making requires one to
1

have a sufficient supply of self-regulatory resources. Greater use of metacognitive strategies has
been shown to improve the ethicality of decisions (Caughron et al., 2011; Kligyte et al., 2008).
Previous research has explored various personal, situational and environmental factors
that can influence ethical decision making (Kligyte et al., 2013; Ness & Connelly, 2017; Thiel et
al., 2012). However, two factors that have not received sufficient attention in the ethical decision
making literature and warrant further examination are stress and mindfulness. This paper uses
self-regulatory theory (Beal et al., 2005) to explain the effects of stress and mindfulness on
ethical decision making. Stress is a process that has been shown to decrease one’s supply of selfregulatory resources and would be expected to negatively impact ethical decision making (Unger
et al., 2017). Mindfulness, on the other hand, is shown to be related to increased self-regulatory
resources and should, therefore, be positively related to ethical decision making (Glomb et al.,
2011). Furthermore, given prior research on the ability of mindfulness to serve as a buffer
between unpleasant experiences and subsequent outcomes, mindfulness also has the potential to
buffer the negative effects of stress on ethical decision making (e.g., Zheng et al., 2020).
The goal of the present effort is to build on and address a number of the methodological
and theoretical gaps in the current literature. Instead of the often-used survey design, which
provides less control over extraneous variables, an experimental design is utilized to explore the
effects of stress and mindfulness on ethical decision making, as well as the ability of mindfulness
to serve as a buffer between stress and ethical decision making. Additionally, this paper
examines multiple conceptualizations of mindfulness, addressing a concern about the lack of
research comparing more than one form of mindfulness within a single study (Jamieson &
Tuckey, 2017). Furthermore, in contrast to the limited existing research on the relationships
between stress and mindfulness with simplistic operationalizations of ethical decision making,
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this paper uses a robust measure that allows for examination of the different strategies that
compose ethical decision making. This facilitates a more in-depth and nuanced exploration into
the potential impacts of stress and mindfulness on ethical decision making.
Ethical Decision Making
Ethical decision making is the process of generating and implementing solutions to
ethical dilemmas that uphold moral standards and norms (Caughron et al., 2011; Watts et al.,
2020). There are a variety of theories and models to describe ethical decision making and how it
occurs (MacDougall et al., 2014). One of the most well-known is that of Kohlberg (1958, 1971)
who presented a theory and model of moral reasoning composed of six developmental stages. He
viewed moral reasoning as the basis of ethical behavior, directly impacting how one approaches
ethical dilemmas. Building on this research, Rest (1984, 1986) developed a four-component
model of moral behavior, consisting of schemas that can be activated and that influence one
another, ultimately determining the course of action one takes. These rationalist theories contend
that it is through the application of moral principles to an ethical dilemma that a resolution is
determined. While differing perspectives have emerged, these theories have been influential by
providing a cognitive approach to the study of ethical decision making by presenting it as a skill
that can be developed. Subsequent research has built upon these theories by noting their
shortcomings, such as their failure to consider the impact of situational, social and cultural
factors that interact with moral reasoning to influence moral behavior (Dien, 1982; Harre, 1983;
Sonenshein, 2007). Furthermore, the development of moral reasoning does not necessarily mean
that it will be utilized.
As a result, models have been developed that serve as better representations of ethical
decision making. These focus on how individuals make sense of ethical dilemmas. The majority
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of ethical issues one faces in day-to-day life are simple and concrete. However, this paper
focuses on complex ethical dilemmas that often lead to consequential outcomes. These ethical
dilemmas that arise are rarely, if ever, clear-cut in nature. Instead, they can be novel, ambiguous
and equivocal (Sonenshein, 2007; Weick, 1995). In order to understand these dilemmas,
individuals analyze myriad pieces of available information, such as details about the dilemma,
situational factors, personal values and emotions, and professional goals (Caughron et al., 2011;
Dörner & Schaub, 1994). This information aids individuals in constructing a mental model of the
dilemma that is then used to guide information-gathering, evaluation of the information, and
identification of and selection between multiple courses of action (Brock et al., 2008; Drazin et
al., 1999; Kligyte et al., 2008).
The ethicality of the decision formulated during ethical decision making depends on the
quality of the ethical decision making itself. Mumford et al. (2008) identified seven
metacognitive decision making strategies, hereafter called metacognitive strategies, that can be
utilized when making sense of ethical dilemmas during ethical decision making. These consist
of: (a) recognizing circumstances, (b) seeking outside help, (c) questioning your own and others’
judgment, (d) managing emotions, (e) anticipating the consequences of actions, (f) analyzing
personal motivations, and (g) considering others’ perspectives. These strategies were
theoretically-derived from prior literature as distinct approaches that individuals utilize when
faced with ethical dilemmas (Mumford et al., 2006a). Therefore, despite strong correlations
between some of the strategies (e.g., recognizing circumstances and questioning your own and
others’ judgment: Ness & Connelly, 2017; Thiel et al., 2011), these strategies have consistently
been examined separately, rather than aggregated, as each provides unique information about
one’s cognition. Research has shown that greater use of each of the metacognitive strategies is
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positively related to the overall ethicality of decisions (Caughron et al., 2011; Kligyte et al.,
2013; Ness & Connelly, 2017; Thiel et al., 2012).
An individual’s ability to utilize these strategies to formulate an ethical decision can be
understood within a self-regulatory framework. Self-regulation refers to the process of managing
emotions, thoughts, attention, and behaviors for the attainment of personal goals and standards
(Beal et al., 2005). Self-regulation has been shown to explain decision making and behavior
across a wide range of human activities (Fujita, 2011; Vohs & Baumeister, 2004). An
individual’s ability to engage in self-regulation depends on one’s supply of limited selfregulatory resources. When self-regulatory resources are depleted, this increases the probability
of failures in self-regulation, which have been linked to unfavorable outcomes, including
impulsivity, inaction, and maladaptive or harmful health behaviors (Heatherton & Baumeister,
1996; Sokol et al., 2017).
Ethical decision making, in particular, is dependent on self-regulatory resources as it
requires individuals to engage in self-regulation to make sense of and generate responses to
complex and ambiguous ethical dilemmas (Mumford et al., 2008). In other words, the effective
utilization of metacognitive strategies and generation of a more ethical decision requires the
execution of self-regulatory processes, such as directing one’s attention to and processing
various aspects of the dilemma and controlling emotional responses. In fact, though they will not
be formally examined as such in this paper, the metacognitive strategies can be seen as indicators
of self-regulation. For example, while utilizing the recognizing circumstances strategy, an
individual needs to be able to regulate his or her thinking to explore the potential causes, risks
and opportunities of the dilemma and one’s role in responding to the dilemma. Similarly, the
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managing emotions strategy requires that an individual be able to identify and regulate emotions
that arise both as a result of the ethical dilemma and during decision making.
Overall, the benefit of the metacognitive strategies for ethical decision making can be
explained by their ability to address an underlying issue identified as leading to unethical
decisions—the failure to direct one’s attention and thought processes to critical aspects of ethical
dilemmas. Chugh et al. (2005) introduced the concept of “bounded ethicality,” which explains
that most individuals believe themselves to be moral, resulting in the conviction that they will
always behave ethically and according to their own values (Chugh & Kern, 2016). Additionally,
individuals are prone to a number of other decision biases, such as attending only to information
that is salient, extreme, or confirmatory (Oreg & Bayazit, 2009). Decision biases are cognitive
errors that can result in ethical “blind spots,” causing individuals to fail to notice the ethical
implications of and key information about a situation (Bazerman & Tenbrunsel, 2011; Gino,
2015; Watts et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2015). Additionally, by relying on and protecting one’s
self-concept of being an ethical person, individuals can also remain oblivious to their own biases,
which also impacts decision making. This suggests that self-regulatory processes may be critical
to overcoming errors that result from cognitive biases.
This failure to regulate one’s attention and thinking can be seen in reports from
employees of organizations involved in large-scale scandals. For example, when interviewed,
former Enron employees, who had engaged in the fraudulent accounting practices that led to the
company’s downfall, admitted that they had failed to see the ethical implications of their illegal
activities due to a sole focus on the bottom line (Steele & Mumford, 2016). Additionally, these
individuals also acknowledged a lack of consideration for the impact of their actions on other
stakeholders and potential long-term consequences. Similarly, other instances of large-scale
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ethical misconduct, such as those at organizations like Worldcom and Volkswagen, also
demonstrate a failure of employees to attend to future implications of their actions on both
themselves and others (Gomez‐Mejia et al., 2005; S. C. Pandey & Verma, 2005).
In reviewing the preceding literature and case examples, one can see how the use of
metacognitive strategies can enhance ethical decision making. Metacognitive strategies help
individuals to overcome the lack of awareness that leads to unethical decisions (Sonenshein,
2007). Utilizing these strategies prevents individuals from ignoring or overlooking the key
information related to an ethical dilemma. Furthermore, use of metacognitive strategies thwarts
errors that might occur in automatic instances of decision making (Haidt, 2001). Rather than
succumbing to automaticity and hastily responding to a dilemma, these strategies introduce a
pause during which the individual searches for additional information and deliberately
formulates a decision, increasing the odds of a more objective and ethical decision (Kligyte et al.,
2008; Mumford et al., 2008).
Nevertheless, there are many factors that can hinder a person’s ability to utilize
metacognitive strategies, including certain personality traits, emotional states, and a range of
external factors (Antes et al., 2007; Kligyte et al., 2013; Maitlis & Sonenshein, 2010). Among
these potential influences, the present effort focuses on stress. Prior research on the intersection
of stress and ethical decision making has focused on the fear and anxiety experienced during
ethical dilemmas—that is, how ethical dilemmas can result in a stress response (e.g., Kligyte et
al., 2013; Kouchaki & Desai, 2015). However, there is a lack of empirical research on the
potential causal effects of stress on subsequent ethical decision making. In the present effort,
stress is manipulated in order to examine its impact on individuals’ ethical decision making,
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operationalized as the use of metacognitive strategies and overall decision ethicality in response
to a pair of complex ethical dilemmas.
Stress and Ethical Decision Making
Although stress has been widely researched across many fields, there is no single, agreedupon definition of stress. In this paper, stress is defined as an experience during which the
interaction of personal factors and environmental factors are appraised by an individual as taxing
or exceeding their resources or as a threat to their well-being. This appraisal results in a specific
set of physiological, cognitive and affective responses (Butler, 1993; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984;
Selye, 1976). This aligns with the definition provided by Schuler (1980) that describes stress as a
dynamic condition in which an individual is confronted with a demand on being/having/doing
what one desires, but for which the resolution is uncertain and also related to an important
outcome. Inherent in these definitions of stress are stressors, which are stimuli in a person’s
physical, social or internal environment that can elicit a stress response (Thoits, 1995). Based on
one’s individual differences, when stressors are present, they may be appraised as threatening
and result in a stress response (Sapolsky, 1994).
Stress is a common experience in today’s workplace. A number of factors can contribute
to stress, such as work overload, long working hours, role ambiguity, lack of developmental
opportunities, job insecurity, interpersonal conflict, poor leadership practices, and toxic
organizational culture (Colligan & Higgins, 2006; Hart & Cooper, 2001; Michie, 2002). In 2013,
83% of employees reported experiencing stress due to at least one aspect of work (Harris
Interactive, 2013). Similarly, a 2018 survey found that 94 percent of respondents reported
experiencing some degree of stress in their workplaces. Additionally, over 50 percent reported
the impact of stress to be so great that it caused difficulty sleeping and a negative effect on their
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home lives (Wrike, 2018). Stress also affects individuals on the job and is associated with lower
performance, productivity and quality of work, as well as a greater number of errors and
accidents (Halkos & Bousinakis, 2010; Hilton & Whiteford, 2010; Mccarthy et al., 2016).
The prevalence of stress in the workplace is detrimental to numerous workplace
behaviors, particularly ethical decision making. This is due to the way in which stress impairs an
individual’s ability to engage in self-regulation by depleting one’s supply of self-regulatory
resources (Heatherton & Baumeister, 1996; Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). When an individual
appraises a stressor as a threat to one’s well-being, this induces a state of hypervigilance. This
results in the diversion of one’s self-regulatory resources toward the identification of stimuli in
one’s environment that may constitute threats and determining responses to these potential
threats (Bar-Haim et al., 2007; Eysenck, 1992). Threat appraisals also trigger unpleasant
emotional responses. In order to manage, alter, or suppress these emotions, individuals must
expend self-regulatory resources (Baumeister et al., 1998). Additionally, threat appraisals have
been associated with increases in rumination, or repetitive and unproductive thinking about the
stressor, its causes and one’s responses. This, too, depletes self-regulatory resources (Beal et al.,
2005).
As a result of this depletion, fewer self-regulatory resources are available for selfregulation during other tasks and situations, including ethical decision making. Consequently,
individuals instinctively shift to conserving their remaining resources, switching from deliberate,
conscious processing to more automatic processing with greater reliance on intuitive strategies
and heuristics that consume fewer self-regulatory resources (Pocheptsova et al., 2009; Vohs &
Heatherton, 2000). In order to conserve self-regulatory resources when faced with an ethical
dilemma, individuals may direct less attention and deliberate thought toward key aspects of the
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dilemma, reflected in the decreased use of metacognitive strategies. For example, without the
necessary self-regulatory resources, individuals may not effectively execute the strategy of
“anticipating consequences”, failing to devote attention and thought to potential consequences,
risks and benefits. Similarly, decreased use of “analyzing personal motivations” may result in
insufficient attention to and thought about one’s personal motivations, biases, goals and values
that are impacting one’s decision making. In summary, stress is expected to hinder ethical
decision making by depleting the self-regulatory resources required to make sense of, and
generate solutions to, ethical dilemmas.
Currently, there is a limited amount of research that has focused on the effect that stress
has on ethical decision making. Christensen and Kohls (2003) explored the decline of ethical
decision making during an organizational crisis, attributing this decline to increases in individual
and organizational stress that leads to less use of available information and decreased
consideration of the interests of others. Other research has examined whether stress impacts
utilitarian judgments, which are based on consideration of consequences of one’s actions to
determine those that benefit the greatest number of people (Mill, 1863). Individuals experiencing
stress have been found to make fewer utilitarian judgments for both personal and interpersonal
ethical dilemmas (Starcke et al., 2012; Youssef et al., 2012). This decrease in consideration of
consequences was also seen in a study of mental health counselors responding to job-related
legal and ethical dilemmas. When presented with scenarios communicating a high level of stress,
in the form of pressure to make a timely decision, individuals selected a greater number of
“nonvigilant” solutions. These are “panicked” responses that are selected due to being quickest
to implement, but without regard for future consequences (Hinkeldey & Spokane, 1985).
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Other research has tied stress to an increase in unethical actions, the final stage of the
decision making process. In surveys conducted with college students at different universities,
those who endorsed higher levels of stress and pressure to meet a certain level of academic
performance also reported greater engagement in cheating behaviors and other forms of
academic dishonesty (Davis et al., 1992; McCabe et al., 1999, 2001). Kouchaki and Desai (2015)
found that those experiencing higher levels of anxiety reported a greater likelihood of engaging
in unethical behaviors when presented with hypothetical scenarios. A similar relationship was
seen in a study by Selart and Johansen (2011) in which those reporting higher levels of stress due
to workplace situations more strongly endorsed unethical acts. Stress was also found to have a
negative relationship with the ability to recognize ethical dilemmas.
At present, no empirical studies have examined how stress affects the use of
metacognitive strategies involved in ethical decision making. Thiel (2012) proposed that stress
experienced by those in leadership roles may cause greater reliance on intuition and heuristics,
which will result in decreased use of metacognitive strategies and unethical decisions. Similarly,
Maitlis and Sonenshein (2010) discussed how negative emotions resulting from stress during
crisis situations within organizations can impede ethical decision making, particularly use of
metacognitive strategies. However, no experiment was conducted in either paper to confirm this
effect. Ness and Connelly (2017) hypothesized that performance pressure would negatively
impact ethical decision making through a decreased use of metacognitive strategies. This effect
was unable to be tested as the manipulation used failed to induce performance pressure.
Given the limited existing literature, there is a need for additional research into the
relationship between stress and ethical decision making. Previous findings have demonstrated
greater instances of unethical behavior and decreases in ethical decision making in the presence
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of stress. Therefore, it can be expected that in this study, stress will have a negative impact on
ethical decision making when measured as use of metacognitive strategies and overall decision
ethicality.
Hypothesis 1: Compared to the control condition, those individuals who are in the stress
condition will exhibit lower levels of ethical decision making, with less use of metacognitive
strategies and lower overall decision ethicality.
A negative relationship between stress and ethical decision making poses a problem for
organizations. Specifically, there may be value in identifying approaches that reduce stress or the
effect of stress on ethical decision making. Generally, organizations have tackled the negative
impact that stress has on numerous outcomes through approaches geared toward stress reduction
and management. These have included job redesign, leadership training programs to improve
supervision, flexible work arrangements, banned mandatory overtime, exercise and relaxation
programs, coaching opportunities, and employee resource or support groups (Kelloway &
Barling, 2010; Landsbergis, 2018; Pignata et al., 2017; Richardson & Rothstein, 2008; Yip &
Rowlinson, 2009). However, due to the persistence of stress among a large number of employees
in today’s organizations (Harris Interactive, 2013; Wrike, 2018) and the prevalence of unethical
behavior (Ethics and Compliance Initiative, 2018), additional approaches need to be considered
that can buffer the effect of stress on ethical decision making. One possible approach may lie in a
topic that has been growing in popularity over the past decade: mindfulness.
What is Mindfulness?
Mindfulness has been defined as “awareness that arises through paying attention, on
purpose, in the present moment, non-judgmentally” (Kabat-Zinn, 1994, p. 4). All humans have
an inherent capacity for mindfulness, albeit to varying degrees, which can be grown through
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dedicated practice (Brown et al., 2007). Shifting away from a preoccupation with evaluating
internal or external stimuli and expectations for how one’s situation “should be,” mindfulness is
characterized instead by an acceptance and observation of the present experience as it is (A. M.
Hayes & Feldman, 2004; Hülsheger et al., 2018).
One key mechanism through which mindfulness has been shown to exert its effects is by
influencing self-regulatory processes (Carmody et al., 2009; Tang et al., 2007). According to
Glomb et al. (2011), mindfulness improves self-regulation of attention, thoughts, emotions,
behaviors, and physiological reactions through two core mental processes: the decoupling of the
self and the decrease in automaticity of mental processes. Decoupling allows individuals to
separate themselves from their cognitions and emotions and to recognize that the thoughts and
feelings that arise may not be accurate reflections of the events that are occurring nor accurate
evaluations of themselves (Bishop et al., 2004; Lau et al., 2006). Similarly, mindfulness thwarts
engrained automatic thoughts that lead to habitual responses to a situation by instead leading
individuals to recognize and subsequently reduce their reliance on schemas, heuristics, biases,
and past experiences (Brown & Ryan, 2003; Frewen et al., 2008; Kang et al., 2013).
Furthermore, mindfulness has been found to be positively associated with one’s level of selfregulatory resources—resources necessary for self-regulation (Friese et al., 2012; Johnson,
2014).
Mindfulness has been conceptualized in different ways across the literature and this paper
will focus on mindfulness as a trait, a training, and a state. Trait mindfulness is an individual’s
tendency to focus attention on and maintain awareness of the present moment with acceptance,
nonjudgment and nonreactivity (Brown & Ryan, 2003). While there are some differing
viewpoints as to the attributes that make up trait mindfulness, five generally agreed-upon facets
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are nonreactivity to inner experiences; observing sensations, perceptions, thoughts and feelings;
acting with awareness; describing or labeling with words; and nonjudging of experience (Baer et
al., 2006). As is characteristic of personality traits, trait mindfulness has been shown to remain
stable over time and is present even in those who have no experience with mindfulness exercises
(Baer et al., 2004; Barnhofer et al., 2011). Trait mindfulness is found to be negatively related to a
number of socially undesirable attributes, such as neuroticism, impulsivity, negative affect, state
and trait anxiety and psychological distress (Coffey & Hartman, 2008; Harnett et al., 2016;
Kostanski & Hassed, 2008). Conversely, individuals higher in trait mindfulness report higher
levels of conscientiousness, emotion regulation, certain cognitive abilities, positive affect, selfesteem, life satisfaction, job satisfaction and work engagement (Brown & Ryan, 2003; Giluk,
2009; Goodall et al., 2012; Hülsheger et al., 2013; Malinowski & Lim, 2015).
Mindfulness trainings are exercises in which one practices regulating their attention and
that allow an individual to achieve state mindfulness, or an experience of mindfulness at a given
moment (Lau et al., 2006). There are a number of different mindfulness trainings that are used,
including body scan meditations (instructing focus on body sensations), mindful eating (paying
close attention to the experience of eating a certain food), and writing or coloring activities
(Kabat-Zinn, 2006; H. R. Schultz, 2017; Ussher et al., 2014). The most popular type of training
(and the one that will be examined in this paper) is the focused breathing meditation (Arch &
Craske, 2006; Eisenbeck et al., 2018; Sim et al., 2019). Focused breathing meditations instruct
individuals to direct their attention to their breath and focus on the sensations of breathing.
Individuals are told to recognize when their attention drifts to something else, acknowledge it has
occurred without judgment, and return the attention to the breath. In this way, individuals are
practicing the skill of mindfulness, being aware of the present moment, by repeatedly regulating
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and directing their attention back to a specific point. As a result of engaging in this practice, state
mindfulness is induced within an individual, a condition in which one is attentive and aware of
the present moment without judgment of or reactivity to one’s experience (Eddy et al., 2015;
Kabat-Zinn, 2006). This outlines two of the ways in which mindfulness trainings can have their
effects. These trainings bring about state mindfulness which impacts one’s experiences
immediately following the trainings, persisting for a limited period of time. They also allow an
individual to practice regulating one’s attention and reactions to the present moment. In this way,
mindfulness can also be a skill that can be carried over into other situations in individuals’ lives,
beyond the time during which the training takes place.
Mindfulness trainings vary in length. One of the most widely-known trainings is the
Mindfulness-Based Stress Reduction (MBSR) program, developed in 1979 by Jon Kabat-Zinn,
which lasts 8 weeks and consists of weekly 2.5-hour classes, daily homework assignments and a
half-day retreat. Participation in MBSR and other multi-session trainings has been shown to have
significant effects for individuals, such as improvements in physical health, mental health, sports
performance, work performance, job satisfaction, and engagement at work, and reductions in
self-reported pain, burnout and negative affect (Carmody & Baer, 2008; Eby et al., 2019; Fortney
et al., 2013; Henriksson et al., 2016; Scott-Hamilton et al., 2016).
In recent years, the use of these types of mindfulness trainings has grown in popularity in
organizations. According to a 2017 survey by the National Business Group on Health and
Fidelity Investments, 35% of organizations offer mindfulness trainings to their employees. Many
well-known organizations have mindfulness training programs, in addition to other strategies for
promoting mindfulness, such as providing dedicated spaces and paid breaks for mindfulness
practice. These trainings tend to vary and are often customized to organizations. For example,
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Google has created its own “Search Inside Yourself” mindfulness training, which is 19 hours in
length and is offered over two-and-a-half days or spread out over seven weeks. Aetna provides
employees with regular access to mindfulness video and audio recordings, as well as providing
its Mindfulness Challenge, a four-week series in which employees learn about and practice
mindfulness. Intel provides its employees with the Awake@Intel program, which consists of ten
90-minute weekly sessions. Participation in mindfulness trainings has been shown to have a
number of benefits for employees, which in turn positively impacts the organization, such as in
reduced levels of perceived stress and burnout, better client relationships, improved team
collaboration, higher reported job satisfaction, and increases in productivity (Gelles, 2016; Good
et al., 2016; Jamieson & Tuckey, 2017).
In addition to the effectiveness of longer trainings, research has also shown that even
short, one-time mindfulness trainings, ranging from 5 to 15 minutes, can be effective in inducing
mindfulness and producing positive changes, including shifts in perceptions of pain,
susceptibility to cognitive biases, cognitive task performance, negative affect and emotional
reactivity (Arch & Craske, 2006; Hafenbrack et al., 2014; Ussher et al., 2014; Weger et al.,
2012). These trainings are typically used in-the-moment, producing fleeting effects of state
mindfulness that last for a limited period of time (Sim et al., 2019), but, as the research shows,
can be effective in producing improvements in subsequent tasks. Additionally, the effects of
short, one-time trainings are valuable as they provide insight into the impact that longer-lasting
mindfulness can have on different variables. Furthermore, a meta-analysis by Bamber and
Morpeth (2019) found that the length in time of a training was not a significant predictor of
improvement in outcomes. Instead, the number of sessions was positively related to lasting
improvements, with eight sessions being deemed most reasonable, especially for initial trainings.
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Given that short mindfulness trainings are likely more feasible for employees to engage in due to
time constraints during the workday, understanding the impact of a single, short mindfulness
training can provide support for further research into the effects of repeated engagement in short
trainings. Repeated mindfulness practice has been found to increase trait mindfulness, which
represents a stable increase in one’s tendency to be mindful (Carmody & Baer, 2008; Kiken et
al., 2015).
The research reviewed in this section demonstrates the relationship between both trait
mindfulness and mindfulness trainings with a number of factors, including several work-related
outcomes such as job satisfaction, performance, engagement, and burnout. Therefore, it is
necessary to conduct further research to examine how mindfulness as an individual difference
and as a training relates to other outcomes of interest. For example, mindfulness research
suggests there may be a relationship between mindfulness and ethical decision making,
particularly as operationalized in this study. Furthermore, given its negative relationship with
adverse psychological outcomes, there is the potential that mindfulness can buffer the negative
relationship between stress and ethical decision making.
Mindfulness and Ethical Decision Making
As discussed in the previous section, mindfulness has the ability to increase one’s supply
of self-regulatory resources and improve self-regulation. By providing an individual with a
greater store of self-regulatory resources, one has more self-regulatory resources at one’s
disposal when engaging in ethical decision making. Additionally, mindfulness improves selfregulation during decision making by enabling individuals to create a space between the stimuli
that they experience (e.g., an ethical dilemma) and their responses, allowing for an awareness
and recognition of the cognitions and emotions that are generated. It encourages individuals to
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pause and deliberate before acting rather than defaulting to an automatic response. As ethical
dilemmas are frequently complex and ill-defined, this enables individuals to clarify the
ambiguity around the situation by gathering more factual, better-quality information. In other
words, mindfulness facilitates one’s ability to engage in self-regulation during ethical decision
making, which enhances the use of metacognitive strategies and the generation of an ethical
decision, improving the ethical decision making process (Mumford et al., 2008). Therefore, both
trait mindfulness and mindfulness training are expected to positively impact ethical decision
making.
Previous research provides support for the potential beneficial effect of trait mindfulness
on ethical decision making. In their study, Ruedy and Schweitzer (2010) found a significant
negative relationship between trait mindfulness and individuals’ likelihood of engaging in
various unethical negotiation behaviors. The latter was measured using the Self-reported
Inappropriate Negotiation Strategies Scale (SINS) which asks participants to rate how likely they
would be to engage in certain behaviors such as misrepresenting information. Additionally, in
this same study, individuals who were higher in trait mindfulness engaged in less cheating on a
study task when the opportunity presented itself compared to individuals lower in mindfulness. A
similar result has been seen by other researchers who found a negative relationship between trait
mindfulness and unethical academic behaviors, such as plagiarism and cheating, and
counterproductive work behaviors (Krishnakumar & Robinson, 2015; Schwager et al., 2016).
Furthermore, a survey of employees from various industries in the United States conducted by
Kong (2016) demonstrated a negative relationship between trait mindfulness and unethical proorganizational behaviors, such as misrepresenting facts to improve the organization’s image.
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Further support can be found in research on other types of decision making, which
presents some of the mechanisms through which trait mindfulness may positively impact ethical
decision making. In a study evaluating decision making on gambling tasks, individuals’ trait
mindfulness was shown to be negatively related to risky gambling behavior, such as accepting
bets due to overconfidence, and a myopic focus on reward that leads to riskier, more
disadvantageous decisions (Lakey et al., 2007). Additionally, trait mindfulness has been found to
strengthen the connection between intention and behavior for positive behavioral outcomes and
weaken the connection for negative behavioral outcomes (Black et al., 2012). This indicates the
possibility that trait mindfulness can increase the likelihood of ethical decisions in those with
intentions to behave ethically, while decreasing the likelihood of unethical decisions in those
who may intend to behave unethically. Finally, a study by Deniz et al. (2015) showed that trait
mindfulness was negatively related to two decision making styles: buck passing and
procrastination. Individuals higher in trait mindfulness are less likely to shift the responsibility
for decisions to others and to delay making decisions until a future point in time.
Based on the existing literature, it can be expected that trait mindfulness will serve as a
beneficial resource when one must engage in ethical decision making, with those higher in trait
mindfulness exhibiting higher levels of ethical decision making.
Hypothesis 2: Trait mindfulness will be positively related to ethical decision making,
marked by the use of metacognitive strategies and overall decision ethicality.
In addition to the literature on trait mindfulness, there is also existing research that
indicates that mindfulness trainings can lead to improvements in ethical decision making.
Shapiro et al. (2012) examined the effects of undergoing an 8-week MBSR training on moral
reasoning and ethical decision making using the Defining Issues Test (DIT-2). In the DIT-2,
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participants were presented with five moral dilemmas and asked to select the action they would
take, and rate and rank the importance of reasoning statements. An increase was seen in DIT-2
scores from baseline to post-MBSR, though it was not statistically significant. However, a
statistically significant increase was found when comparing baseline scores to scores two months
post-MBSR. Additionally, in a study by Pandey et al. (2018), participants who completed an 8week self-management course that increased mindfulness were found to have significant
increases in moral reasoning. Moral reasoning was measured using a moral judgment interview
in which participants were presented with two moral dilemmas and asked seven questions about
the issues in each dilemma.
In addition to this limited research on ethical decision making specifically, evidence from
other decision making literatures has demonstrated some of the positive effects of mindfulness
trainings of varying lengths on different aspects of decision making. For example, trainings
ranging from five to fifteen minutes have been found to decrease individuals’ susceptibility to
biases, including sunk-cost bias, correspondence bias, implicit racial, ethnic and age biases, and
negativity bias (Hafenbrack et al., 2014; Hopthrow et al., 2017; Kiken & Shook, 2011; Lueke &
Gibson, 2015). Biases such as these have been shown to negatively impact decision making and
decrease the quality of decisions (Arkes & Blumer, 1985; FitzGerald & Hurst, 2017; Korte,
2003). Additionally, some studies have shown that individuals who have engaged in mindfulness
trainings exhibit greater levels of empathy, perspective-taking and consideration for others
(Block-Lerner et al., 2007; Shapiro et al., 1998; Verweij et al., 2018), indicating that these
individuals may be more willing and adept at reflecting on how their actions will impact others.
It may be expected that this, in turn, will lead individuals to look beyond their own interests
while engaging in decision making. Furthermore, Kirk et al. (2016) found that after undergoing a
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mindfulness training, individuals were more willing to engage in cooperative economic decision
making, more frequently accepting outcomes in the Ultimate Game task that were less
advantageous to them if they benefitted both parties. This led to greater overall earnings for the
individual and for their social partners when compared to the control condition.
As a result of these findings, it can be expected that undergoing a mindfulness training
can improve ethical decision making, as operationalized in this study as use of metacognitive
strategies and overall decision ethicality. Given that this study utilizes a short, one-time training,
it is expected that most of the effect of the mindfulness training will be accounted for by the
increased state mindfulness that is induced. When individuals are in a state of increased
mindfulness, they will have a greater supply of self-regulatory resources than those who have not
undergone the training and are, therefore, lower in state mindfulness. As a result, individuals
higher in state mindfulness will engage in greater self-regulation during ethical decision making,
with better use of metacognitive strategies and greater overall decision ethicality.
However, it is anticipated that state mindfulness will not account for all of the effects of
the mindfulness training. In addition to being an inherent individual difference and a state,
mindfulness is also a skill that can be cultivated through mindfulness trainings. For the most
optimal effect, mindfulness should be practiced regularly in order to strengthen individuals’
ability to utilize it. Despite the brevity of the mindfulness training, individuals in the mindfulness
training condition will gain some experience redirecting their attention to the present moment
without judgment and reactivity. It is possible that participants will use that skill during the
ethical decision making task, allowing them to better engage in self-regulation during ethical
decision making. Therefore, it is expected that most of the effect of mindfulness training on
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ethical decision making will be due to state mindfulness and a portion will be accounted for by
other variables, one of which may be the skills from engaging in the mindfulness training.
Hypothesis 3a: Individuals who receive the mindfulness training will have higher levels
of ethical decision making compared to individuals who receive the control condition.
Hypothesis 3b: The relationship between mindfulness training and ethical decision
making will be partially mediated by state mindfulness.
The Effect of Mindfulness on the Relationship Between Stress and Ethical Decision Making
The previous section establishes the direct effect that mindfulness both as a trait and as a
training are expected to have on ethical decision making. However, there is additional research to
suggest that mindfulness can enhance ethical decision making in another way: by serving as a
buffer between stress and ethical decision making. As has been outlined earlier in this paper,
stress is a pervasive problem in organizations and has been linked to lower levels of ethical
decision making. Mindfulness, as both an individual difference and a training, has the potential
to mitigate the effects of stress, decreasing the impact that it has on a range of outcomes,
including ethical decision making. This can be explained through the impact that mindfulness
has on self-regulatory resources and self-regulation.
Prior research indicates that mindfulness enables individuals to possess a greater supply
of self-regulatory resources (Friese et al., 2012; P. P. Schultz & Ryan, 2019). As a result, prior to
any depletion resulting from stress, individuals who are higher in trait mindfulness or who have
undergone a mindfulness training will have more self-regulatory resources. As a result, even
after the experience of stress depletes self-regulatory resources, these individuals will have a
greater supply of self-regulatory resources remaining than those lower in trait mindfulness or
who have not undergone a mindfulness training. They will be better able to engage in self-
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regulation during ethical decision making, demonstrating better use of metacognitive strategies
and the generation of more ethical decisions.
Numerous studies have demonstrated the ability of mindfulness to serve as a buffer in
relationships between different variables. Research has shown that mindfulness decreases the
harmful effects of stress on physical health, psychological well-being, interpersonal
relationships, and academic, work and sports performance (Creswell & Lindsay, 2014; Dixon &
Overall, 2018; Moen et al., 2015; Weger et al., 2012). Additionally, mindfulness has been shown
to serve as a buffer in relationships with some specific work-related variables, such as in the
relationships between injustice and retaliatory behaviors, and between emotional exhaustion and
abusive supervision (Long & Christian, 2015; Walsh & Arnold, 2018).
Given the information about the mechanisms through which mindfulness can act as a
buffer in relationships between stress and outcome variables, and the evidence from previous
studies of this effect, it would be expected that in this paper, mindfulness will act as a buffer in
the relationship between stress and ethical decision making. This should be seen with both trait
mindfulness and the mindfulness training as the previous research has shown that mindfulness as
an individual difference, as well as mindfulness training through the induction of state
mindfulness and the practice of skills, is able to counteract the harmful effects of stress on
various outcomes. Additionally, the mechanisms through which mindfulness operates as a buffer
are applicable to mindfulness regardless of whether one possesses this resource due to a natural
tendency or it was elicited through a training.
Hypothesis 4: Trait mindfulness will serve as a buffer and moderate the relationship
between stress and ethical decision making. For those in the stress condition, those higher in trait
mindfulness will have higher levels of ethical decision making than those who are lower in trait
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mindfulness. A similar but less pronounced effect will be seen in the control condition where
those higher in trait mindfulness will have higher levels of ethical decision making than those
who are lower in trait mindfulness. Figure 1 presents the predicted interaction plot.
Hypothesis 5a: For those in the stress condition, those who were in the mindfulness
recording condition will have higher levels of ethical decision making than those who were in
the informational recording condition. A similar but less pronounced effect will be seen in the
control condition where those who were in the mindfulness recording condition will have higher
levels of ethical decision making than those who were in the informational recording condition.
Figure 2 presents the predicted interaction plot.
Hypothesis 5b: The moderating effect of mindfulness training on the relationship
between stress and ethical decision making will be partially mediated by state mindfulness.
The Interaction Between Trait Mindfulness and the Mindfulness Training
A final topic that is valuable to explore in this paper is whether trait mindfulness will
influence the effectiveness of a mindfulness training in improving ethical decision making.
Shapiro et al. (2011) examined the effects of an MBSR program on various outcomes as a factor
of trait mindfulness. Those higher in trait mindfulness showed greater decreases in perceived
stress and rumination and greater increases in subjective well-being, hope, and empathy. These
results continued to be seen even at a 12-month follow-up. This can also be explained from a
self-regulatory perspective. It may be that having a greater supply of self-regulatory resources as
a result of higher trait mindfulness may enable an individual to benefit more from a mindfulness
training, potentially further increasing one’s supply of self-regulatory resources following the
training. Therefore, individuals higher in trait mindfulness may be better at engaging in selfregulation across different situations than those lower in trait mindfulness.
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However, a study by Gawrysiak et al. (2018) found differing results with an MBSR
training through examination of trait mindfulness facets. Some facets of trait mindfulness were
positively related to rate of increase in positive affect and one facet was positively related to rate
of decrease in negative affect, which aligned with the results of Shapiro et al. (2011). At the
same time, some facets of trait mindfulness were negatively related to rate of decrease in
perceived stress and one facet was negatively related to rate of increase in negative affect. The
argument presented in support of these results is that those lower in trait mindfulness have more
room to increase their mindfulness through a mindfulness training than those higher in trait
mindfulness. As a result, those lower in trait mindfulness exhibit a greater improvement in
outcomes by undergoing a mindfulness training. Despite the differing results about whether the
degree of the improvements in outcomes is positively or negatively related to trait mindfulness,
these studies both provide support that individuals benefit differently from a mindfulness training
as a result of their trait mindfulness.
In the context of this paper, a greater benefit from the mindfulness training due to trait
mindfulness would mean that the difference between the levels of ethical decision making in the
informational recording condition and in the mindfulness recording condition, the effect of
receiving the mindfulness training, will depend on individuals’ levels of trait mindfulness. Due
to a lack of consensus in the research, it is difficult to predict the direction of the moderating
impacts of trait mindfulness on the effects of mindfulness trainings. Thus, the following research
questions appear warranted.
Research Question 1: Will there be a two-way interaction between trait mindfulness and
the mindfulness training on ethical decision making?
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Research Question 2: Will there be a three-way interaction between stress, trait
mindfulness and mindfulness training on ethical decision making?
Summary
Overview
Lapses in ethical decision making are prevalent in organizations and are associated with a
number of important consequences. The present study focuses on two factors that may have the
potential to influence ethical decision making but have not yet been adequately examined by
researchers—stress and mindfulness. Drawing on self-regulation theory, the present experiment
examine four key sets of relationships: 1) the negative effects of stress on subsequent ethical
decision making, 2) the positive effects of mindfulness training and trait mindfulness on ethical
decision making, 3) the buffering effects of mindfulness training and trait mindfulness on the
relationship between stress and ethical decision making, and 4) whether state mindfulness acts as
a mediating mechanism to explain the direct and indirect effects of mindfulness training on
ethical decision making. Figure 3 illustrates a model of predicted relationships, including selfregulatory resources and self-regulation as an unobserved set of explanatory mechanisms.
Review of Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses
Self-regulation refers to the process of managing emotions, thoughts, and behaviors for
the attainment of personal goals and standards, and it has been shown to explain decision making
and behavior across a wide range of human activities (Fujita, 2011). The ability to engage in selfregulation depends on the availability of limited self-regulatory resources (Baumeister et al.,
1994). Ethical decision making is a unique form of complex decision making in which
individuals must expend significant self-regulatory resources in order to effectively “make
sense” of and respond to ambiguous, ill-defined, moral dilemmas (Mumford et al., 2008).
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Because stress has been shown to deplete self-regulatory resources (Muraven &
Baumeister, 2000), it is expected that exposure to stress will hinder ethical decision making.
Stress is a process in which a stressor is appraised as taxing or exceeding an individual’s
resources and threatening their well-being (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). These appraisals induce a
state of hypervigilance that diverts self-regulatory resources toward the identification of stimuli
that may constitute threats (Bar-Haim et al., 2007; Eysenck, 1992). Additionally, such appraisals
trigger unpleasant emotional responses which also require self-regulatory resources to manage
(Baumeister et al., 1998). In sum, stress reduces the self-regulatory resources available for
subsequent tasks, such as ethical decision making. Thus, it is expected that individuals in the
stress condition will have fewer remaining self-regulatory resources compared to those in the
control condition and will therefore exhibit lower levels of ethical decision making, as marked
by the use of metacognitive strategies and overall decision ethicality (H1).
Conversely, mindfulness—both as an individual difference (i.e., trait mindfulness) and as
an intervention (i.e., mindfulness training)—has been shown to facilitate self-regulation by
increasing non-judgmental attention and awareness of the present moment, contributing to
objectivity and performance on complex tasks (Brown & Ryan, 2003; Glomb et al., 2011).
Because individuals with higher levels of trait mindfulness are likely to have greater selfregulatory resources at their disposal, it is predicted that trait mindfulness would be positively
related to ethical decision making (H2). Based on this same rationale, it is also predicted that
individuals who receive a mindfulness training (versus a training-absent condition) will have
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greater resources to engage in self-regulation that directly (H3a) and indirectly (H3b) boost
ethical decision making through state mindfulness. 1
Finally, this paper examines whether trait mindfulness (H4) and mindfulness training
(H5a, H5b) will buffer the negative effects of stress on ethical decision making. These
anticipated buffering effects of trait mindfulness and mindfulness training may be explained by a
number of mechanisms proposed by the self-regulation, stress, and mindfulness literatures. For
example, trait mindfulness and mindfulness training may facilitate more benign appraisals of
stressors, reduce the intensity of the stress response, or lead to the identification of more
effective coping strategies (Hanley et al., 2014). Although it is beyond the scope of this study to
tease apart these potential mediating mechanisms, state mindfulness is examined as one factor
expected to partially explain mindfulness training’s buffering effect on the relationship between
stress and ethical decision making. 2 Additionally, by investigating potential buffering effects
across a range of dependent variables (including metacognitive strategies and overall decision
ethicality), this provides an opportunity to obtain insight into the cognitive strategies that are
most impacted by stress, trait mindfulness, and mindfulness training.
Anticipated Contributions
It is anticipated that this study may result in a number of contributions. First, although it
may seem logical why stress, trait mindfulness, and mindfulness training might influence selfregulation and subsequent ethical decision making, these relationships have not been sufficiently
examined. For example, the limited prior research on the topic has tended to rely on non-

1

In the long-term, such as through repeated practice, mindfulness training may also contribute to enhanced levels of
mindfulness skills and trait mindfulness (Carmody & Baer, 2008). However, in the short term—more relevant to the
present study design—it is expected state mindfulness will serve as the primary mediating mechanism between
mindfulness training and ethical decision making.
2
State mindfulness is not a self-regulatory resource per se, but it has been discussed as a direct contributor to an
individual’s level of self-regulatory resources at a particular moment in time (P. P. Schultz & Ryan, 2019).
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experimental designs (e.g., survey studies) that provide only limited evidence for the proposed
causal relationships among these variables (e.g., Selart & Johansen, 2011)—a limitation
addressed in the present experimental design.
Second, most of the prior research on this topic has incorporated problematic
operationalizations of ethical decision making—such as self-report measures (e.g., Davis et al.,
1992; McCabe et al., 1999), asking participants to rate the appropriateness of a hypothetical
person’s actions (e.g., Ruedy & Schweitzer, 2010; Shapiro et al., 2006), or relying on other
overly simplistic general decision-making tasks (e.g., Kirk et al., 2016; Lakey et al., 2007). Not
only are such operationalizations sensitive to socially desirable responding (Randall &
Fernandes, 1991), they also lack ecological validity in that they likely do not require the
significant expenditure of self-regulatory resources associated with ethical decision making in
the “real world” (Mumford et al., 2008).
These shortcomings are addressed by using a robust criterion performance task that has
been used by a number of ethics researchers for the past decade (e.g., Mumford et al., 2008;
Watts et al., 2018). Participants are presented with two complex and counterbalanced ethical
dilemmas—based on actual incidents used by ethics instructors—and asked to respond to a series
of four open-ended questions per scenario, articulating how they would respond if they were the
main character and why. To minimize socially desirable responding, the scenarios are framed as
a pair of general managerial decision making tasks. Further, instead of asking participants to selfrate the ethicality of their responses, a more objective index of ethical decision making is
obtained by training an external group of judges to independently code participants’ responses
using benchmark rating scales for each of the seven metacognitive strategies as well as overall
decision ethicality (Amabile, 1988).
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Third, the present effort answers recent calls by mindfulness scholars such as Jamieson
and Tuckey (2017) who have pointed out that there is presently an insufficient examination of
and distinction between different conceptualizations of mindfulness, which significantly hinders
mindfulness research and practice in organizations. The present study uniquely distinguishes
among three popular conceptualizations of mindfulness (i.e., trait, training, state) in order to
understand their differential and interdependent impacts on ethical decision making. Along
related lines, the study is poised to advance our broader understanding of the outcomes
associated with trait mindfulness, which has received far less attention compared to mindfulness
training and state mindfulness in traditional organizational research (Jaimeson & Tuckey, 2017).
Fourth, given the popularity of stress and mindfulness as “hot topics” within
organizations, it is anticipated that these findings may also generate interest from practitioners
and have a number of practical implications. Specifically, by developing a better understanding
of the impact of stress and mindfulness on ethical decision making, managers and human
resource professionals may reconsider practices or policies that place unnecessary stress on
employees, as well as consider incorporating elements of mindfulness training into
organization’s ethics training and education programs. Additional practical implications, as well
as directions for future research, are discussed elsewhere in this paper.
Method
Pilot Studies
Mindfulness
A between-subjects pilot study was conducted using Baruch College undergraduate
students from the SONA subject pool (N = 193) to determine the 15-minute recordings that
would be used in this study for the mindfulness manipulation. Participants were assigned to
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listen to one of five 15-minute recordings (two mindfulness recordings and three control
recordings). Five participants were removed from the sample because they indicated that they
had not listened to the entire recording. One mindfulness recording was an abridged recording
that was created for this study from the third CD of Jon Kabat Zinn’s Guided Mindfulness
Meditation: Series 1 (Kabat-Zinn, 2005). The second mindfulness recording was first created by
Hafenbrack et al. (2014) using a trained mindfulness instructor.
One of the control conditions was a nature recording created from a YouTube video of
nature sounds. The second was a mind wandering recording created by Hafenbrack et al. (2014)
during which participants were instructed throughout to let their minds continuously shift focus.
Mind wandering inductions have previously been used as controls in mindfulness research
(Dickenson et al., 2013; Wilson et al., 2015). The third recording was a neutral informational
recording that was created for this study from a podcast of a TED talk by paleontologist Kenneth
Lacovara on dinosaur fossils. It was chosen because it features a speaker providing educational
information on a neutral topic and no instruction is given to the individual about the regulation of
their attention on emotions, thoughts or sensations which is central to the mindfulness recording.
The use of a neutral informational recording is a common control in research on mindfulness
training (Bravo et al., 2018; Kramer et al., 2013; Watford & Stafford, 2015).
The effectiveness of the recordings was examined by subsequently measuring state
mindfulness using the State Mindfulness Scale (SMS; Tanay & Bernstein, 2013). An example
item of the SMS is “I actively explored my experience in the moment.” Participants responded to
the items using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = “Strongly disagree” to 5 = “Strongly agree”). One of
the immediate outcomes of a mindfulness training should be increased state mindfulness levels
(Sim et al., 2019). The two mindfulness recordings did not differ significantly in the ability to
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induce mindfulness, t(86) = .129, p = .897, d = .028. The mindfulness recording by Hafenbrack
et al. (2014) was selected for the main study as the mean state mindfulness score for this
recording was slightly higher compared to the recording by Kabat-Zinn.
When deciding on the optimal control recording, the nature recording was eliminated
from consideration because it yielded the highest state mindfulness score. Though the score did
not approach those of the mindfulness recording conditions, it is possible that aspects of the
nature recording, such as the lack of distracting stimuli and potential relaxation effects, may have
induced some degree of mindfulness. This renders it an ineffective control. Additionally, there is
no prior research using nature recordings as controls. The mind wandering recording was
considered a viable option as it produced the expected state mindfulness score and such
recordings have been used in prior research as described above. However, given that it is
inducing a state (of mind wandering) rather than serving as an absence of any induction (as a true
control), the neutral informational recording was deemed to be a more appropriate recording for
the control condition as it was not actively inducing any type of state. Additionally, those who
listened to the informational recording had lower state mindfulness scores than did those who
listened to the mind wandering recording. This may also indicate that the mind wandering
recording might to some degree be causing participants to regulate their attention to the present
moment while directing them to do the opposite. Therefore, the informational recording was
chosen for the control condition in the main study. There was a statistically significant difference
between the chosen mindfulness recording (M = 81.62, SD = 8.61) and informational recording
(M = 66.32, SD = 13.35). A Welch’s t-test was conducted due to unequal sample sizes to
compare the two recordings, t(25.05) = 4.58, p < .001, d = 1.36. Descriptive statistics for each
condition are presented in Table 1.
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Stress
To test the effectiveness of a stress induction, a between-subjects pilot study was
conducted using Baruch College undergraduate students from the SONA subject pool (N = 104).
Participants were assigned to either a stress condition or a control condition, which were created
specifically for this study. Both conditions consisted of three 3-minute sets of problems with 30second rest periods following the first two sets. Participants responded to each problem by
selecting the solution using buttons labeled 0 to 9. This was modeled on the Montreal Imaging
Stress Task, which uses a similar design of mental arithmetic sets followed by rest periods
(Dedovic et al., 2005).
The participants in the stress condition were told that their performance solving the
problems would be compared to that of others so they must answer the problems as quickly and
accurately as possible. Participants in the control condition were informed that they are
completing the arithmetic problems to assist the researchers in determining the difficulty of these
problems for use in another study. They were also told there was no expectation that they
complete all of the problems in each set. Those in the stress condition then saw a timer counting
down the allotted 3 minutes during each set, while those in the control condition did not.
The participants in the stress condition were also given more difficult arithmetic
problems while those in the control condition were given easier arithmetic problems. We
designed the arithmetic problems used in each condition based on guidelines outlined by
Dedovic et al. (2005) regarding problem difficulty. The difficult arithmetic problems in the stress
condition presented four integers, most or all of which were two digits, and required
multiplication and/or division, in combination with addition and subtraction. In the first block,
participants completed problems that consisted of four mostly two-digit integers that required
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addition or subtraction, and multiplication or division. In the second block, participants
completed a combination of two types of problems. Some consisted of four mostly two-digit
integers that required addition or subtraction, and multiplication or division. Others consisted of
four mostly two-digit integers that required addition or subtraction, multiplication, and division.
In the final block, participants completed problems that consisted of four mostly two-digit
integers that required addition or subtraction, multiplication, and division.
The easy arithmetic problems in the control condition consisted of two or three singledigit integers and required only addition or subtraction. For the control condition, in the first
block, participants responded to problems consisting of addition and subtraction of two singledigit integers. In the second block, they completed problems that consisted of addition and
subtraction of two or three single-digit integers. In the final block, participants completed
problems that consisted of addition and subtraction of three single-digit integers.
Three stress measures that have been utilized in prior stress induction research were used
to assess the effectiveness of the stress manipulation and to determine which would be most
appropriate to use as a manipulation check in the main study. The three measures were the
Visual Analogue Scale (VAS; Miller & Ferris, 1993), the short-form State scale of the StateTrait Anxiety Inventory (STAI: Y-6; Marteau & Bekker, 1992) and a four-item perceived stress
scale developed by Closa León et al. (2007). The VAS is a number line from 0-100 on which
participants indicated “how much stress you are feeling right now.” Participants responded to the
STAI: Y-6 and the four-item perceived stress scale using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = “Not at all”
to 5 = “Extremely”). An example item from the STAI: Y-6 is “I feel calm.” An example item
from the four-item perceived stress scale is “distressed.” Independent t-tests were conducted and
a statistically significant difference between the stress and control condition was found for all
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three measures with large effect sizes (p’s < .001, d’s > 1.0; see Table 2 for descriptive statistics
and independent sample t-test results). Thus, the efficacy of the stress induction manipulation
was supported. The three stress measures were strongly correlated. The four-item perceived
stress scale was chosen for the main study as it consists of four items, rather than the single item
VAS, but is shorter than the short-form of the STAI. More information about this scale is
provided later in the main study section.
Ethical Decision Making
As part of a pilot for an initial version of the stress manipulation, an adapted version of an
ethical decision making scenario taken from the Arthur Anderson Case Studies in Business
Ethics database was administered to a sample of Baruch College undergraduate students from the
SONA subject pool (N = 101). After reading the scenario, participants were asked to answer four
questions that were nearly identical to those used in the main study, with the exception of minor
changes to wording. Although this data was not coded by raters, examination of the participant
responses suggested sufficient qualitative data from which to code the dependent variables—use
of the metacognitive strategies and overall decision ethicality.
Main Study
Participants
The participants in this study were 244 Baruch College undergraduate students who were
recruited through the SONA subject pool and received research credit for their participation. Five
participants were removed for failing both attention checks. Twelve participants were removed
for not responding to the questions for the two ethical scenarios or providing low effort
responses (e.g., responding “idk” for all questions). Twenty-five participants were removed for
having times spent on the manipulation recording page that were greater than 25 minutes. This is
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10 minutes after the completion of the recording and the appearance of a button allowing the
participant to progress forward in the study. This was considered an indication that the
participant may have not been attending to the recording or left their computer, which could
affect the efficacy of the mindfulness manipulation. One participant was removed for
circumventing the time setting on the mindfulness manipulation page and progressing forward
after less than 7 minutes. The final sample size was 201 participants (see Table 3 for
demographic statistics).
Procedure
Participants were informed via the consent form that they will be completing three tasks
that are used in organizational psychology studies: listening to a 15-minute recording,
completing a 10-minute arithmetic task, and engaging in a 15-minute managerial decision
making task. They were told that their participation would help contribute to research on the use
of these tasks. Limited information about the tasks was intentional to prevent any anticipatory
stress that may be brought about regarding completion of certain tasks, particularly a math task,
which would interfere with the manipulations.
After the consent procedure, participants completed a measure of trait mindfulness. They
were randomly assigned to listen to a 15-minute mindfulness or informational recording, after
which they completed a state mindfulness scale and attention check question. Next, they were
randomly assigned to the 10-minute stress induction task or the 10-minute control task that
involved solving sets of arithmetic problems. Afterwards, participants completed the stress
measure (manipulation check). They also completed another short measure, the four-item state
self-control capacity measure (Clinton et al., 2020). Next, participants engaged in the ethical
decision making task, in which they were presented with two scenarios featuring descriptions of
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ethical dilemmas in fictional organizations. The order of the two scenarios was counterbalanced
to prevent order effects. Participants pretended that they were in managerial roles in the
organizations and responded to four open-response questions for each about identifying and
resolving the ethical dilemma. Finally, participants were asked to provide demographic
information and were debriefed.
Independent Variables
Trait Mindfulness. Trait mindfulness was measured with the Mindful Attention and
Awareness Scale: Trait Scale (MAAS-Trait; Brown & Ryan, 2003), a 15-item measure that
captures participants’ attention and awareness to experiences in daily life. An example item is “I
rush through activities without being really attentive to them.” Participants responded to the
items using a 6-point Likert scale (1 = “Almost never” to 6 = “Almost always”). The internal
consistency of this scale was .86. Previous research has provided evidence for the construct
validity of the MAAS as a measure of trait mindfulness (Brown & Ryan, 2003; Osman et al.,
2016).
Manipulations
Mindfulness Training. A mindfulness training is an exercise during which an individual
is instructed to practice being aware of and directing one’s attention to the present moment
without evaluation or judgment (Kabat-Zinn, 1990). Depending on the condition to which they
were randomly assigned, participants listened to either the 15-minute mindfulness recording
created by a trained mindfulness instructor (Hafenbrack et al., 2014) or the 15-minute neutral
abridged informational recording about dinosaur fossils (Lacovara, 2016; see Appendix A for the
instructions that were presented before the recordings). The same recordings that were tested in
the pilot study were used.
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Stress. Stress was manipulated through a stress induction using the mental arithmetic
task that was pilot tested and described above. Participants were randomly assigned to either a
10-minute stress induction condition or a 10-minute control condition. Both tasks consisted of
three 3-minute sets of problems with 30-second rest periods after the first two sets. Participants
solved each problem by selecting a response from 0 to 9.
As in the pilot study, the participants in the stress condition of this study were told that
their performance would be compared to that of others, were shown a countdown timer and were
presented with more difficult arithmetic problems. The participants in the control condition were
told that they were being asked to test out arithmetic problems for another study with no
expectation that they complete them all, did not see a countdown timer and were presented with
easier arithmetic problems. Instructions to participants can be seen in Appendix B. Examples of
problems in each condition can be seen in Figures 4-5.
Mediator
State Mindfulness. After the mindfulness training, participants completed the five-item
Mindful Attention and Awareness Scale: State Scale (MAAS-State; Brown & Ryan, 2003). This
scale measures an individual’s state mindfulness or attention and awareness to their experiences
in the present moment. Minor changes to the wording of a couple of items were made so that
they inquired about the participants’ experiences in the present moment rather than their
experiences during the training. This was done to ensure the measure more accurately captured
an individual’s current state mindfulness. As mentioned previously, higher levels of state
mindfulness are the measurable effect of engaging in a mindfulness training. An example item
from the scale is “I am preoccupied with the future or the past.” Participants responded to the
items using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = “Strongly disagree” to 5 = “Strongly agree”). The internal

38

consistency of the MAAS-State as a measure of a single state mindfulness factor was .76.
Previous research has provided evidence for the construct validity of the MAAS-State as a
measure of state mindfulness (Barnes et al., 2007).
Manipulation Check
Stress. To confirm that the stress induction was effective, participants completed a 4-item
perceived stress scale developed by Closa León et al. (2007) that asked them the degree to which
they felt as the item states “at this moment, right now.” An example item from the scale is
“tense.” Participants responded to the items using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = “Not at all” to 5 =
“Extremely”). The internal consistency of this scale was .88. Closa León et al. (2007) provided
evidence for the construct validity of the 4-item perceived stress scale as a measure of stress
response.
Ethical Decision Making Task
Participants engaged in an ethical decision making task, which was presented to them as
a managerial decision making task. During the task, participants read two scenarios set in two
different organizations. In each scenario, participants were asked to pretend that they were an
employee in a managerial role at the organization and were presented with multiple ethical
issues, some of which were easier to identify than others (see Appendices C and D for the
scenarios that were presented to participants). After reading each scenario, participants
responded to three questions about the scenario regarding: (a) the main concerns, (b) strategy or
strategies for addressing the concerns, and (c) why these strategies were chosen. In the fourth
question, participants were asked to briefly describe the actions they would take to address the
situation they had read about (see Appendix E for the exact wording of the questions). These
questions were developed based on work in numerous prior studies that has shown these
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questions to be effective at capturing use of metacognitive strategies and overall decision
ethicality (e.g., Bagdasarov et al., 2016; Mumford et al., 2006b).
The scenarios were selected from a database on the Carnegie Mellon’s Tepper School of
Business website called “Arthur Anderson Case Studies in Business Ethics.” The ethical
scenarios were designed by the accounting firm Arthur Anderson in conjunction with 525
universities to be used for instruction on ethical issues in organizations. Detailed notes on the
ethical issues and potential resolutions are available for each scenario, which serve to outline the
intricacies of these scenarios. A number of prior studies have used scenarios from this database
to examine ethical decision making and have successfully been able to code for the seven
metacognitive strategies and overall decision ethicality from the qualitative data provided by
participants (e.g., Rainone et al., 2020; Watts et al., 2018, 2020). Additionally, as mentioned
previously, a pilot study was conducted on an adapted scenario from the Arthur Anderson Case
Studies in Business Ethics database, which confirmed that participants provided sufficiently rich
qualitative data to use for coding the necessary variables.
Dependent Variable
Ethical Decision Making. Ethical decision making was measured as use of
metacognitive strategies and overall decision ethicality. To calculate these scores, six trained
raters who were blind to the conditions and hypotheses read through each participant’s responses
in the ethical decision making task (the four questions) and assigned ratings for the extent to
which they used metacognitive strategies and the overall ethicality of their decision. More indepth discussion of the rating process is provided later in the paper.
Use of metacognitive strategies. The metacognitive strategies that were rated are those
identified by Mumford et. al (2008) as related to more ethical decisions: (a) recognizing
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circumstances, (b) seeking outside help, (c) questioning your own and others’ judgment, (d)
managing emotions, (e) anticipating consequences of actions, (f) analyzing personal motivations,
and (g) considering others’ perspectives. Raters evaluated the level of participants’ use of each of
these strategies using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = “very low” to 5 = “very high”).
Overall decision ethicality. Overall decision ethicality was measured with a single rating.
Raters were asked to consider the participants’ ability to balance the three dimensions of
ethicality when assessing the circumstances and determining a course of action, a quality of
decisions greater in ethicality (Watts, Ness, Steele & Mumford, 2018). The three dimensions of
ethicality are: (a) regard for the welfare of others, (b) attending to personal responsibilities, and
(c) adherence to and awareness of social obligations. The overall decision ethicality rating was
assigned using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = “very low overall ethicality” and 5 = “very high overall
ethicality”).
Rating Procedures
Seven doctoral students in industrial-organizational psychology served as expert raters to
establish benchmarks for the rating guide for the dependent variables. The expert raters assigned
ratings to responses for 40 randomly-selected participants from the dataset, with each participant
rated by three raters. 3 The interrater agreement met the threshold for aggregation of the ratings
across raters (r*WG(J) and ICC(2) indices > .70). Two sample responses for each case were
included in the rating guide with brief explanations for the reasoning for the ratings assigned by
the expert raters for each of the dependent variables (see Appendix F for the rating guide).

The ratings provided by the expert raters were solely for the purposes of establishing benchmarks and were not
included in the main study analyses. All of the participant responses rated by the expert raters, except for those
included in the rating guide, were rated again by the six student raters in the main study and only these ratings were
used for analyses.
3
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Next, six undergraduate and graduate student raters were recruited to provide ratings for
the entire dataset. Prior to commencing the rating process, the raters underwent a 12-hour
training to familiarize them with construct definitions, rating scales and benchmarks of the
scales. Training programs of this length and type have been used in prior research on ethical
decision making (e.g., Caughron et al., 2011; Mumford et al., 2008). First, reading materials
were provided to the raters to be reviewed independently to ensure an adequate level of
knowledge about ethical decision making and introduce them to foundational research on these
types of rating procedures. Next, training sessions were held to review the rating guide and each
of the decision making scenarios. Raters went through the process of rating five sample sets of
responses for each of the scenarios (10 sets in total). After rating a set of responses, each rater
was asked to provide explanations for how they chose their ratings. These discussions allowed
raters to identify any confusion and obtain greater alignment on the definitions for the dependent
variables and how each can manifest in the responses to the particular scenarios in this study.
Raters were first trained on one scenario and, after completing the ratings for this scenario, were
subsequently trained on the second scenario.
Ratings were completed independently by the raters with occasional meetings to prevent
rater drift, or inconsistency in rating behavior over time due to raters becoming harsher or more
lenient. Data was provided to the raters in batches, with smaller batches at the beginning of the
coding processes and larger batches as they progressed. After each batch of ratings was
completed, the r*WG(J) index and the mixed effects, two-way ANOVA intraclass correlation
coefficient (ICC(2)) was calculated to determine both interrater agreement and reliability. This is
valuable to do as it provides two statistics that triangulate on interrater similarity (Biemann et al.,
2012; LeBreton et al., 2005). In instances when large discrepancies in ratings for specific
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strategies for certain participant responses were found, meetings were held with the raters so that
these disagreements could be resolved. During these meetings, raters each provided their
rationale for the ratings that they assigned and discussed what the appropriate rating would be to
reach a consensus. In total, discussions were needed to resolve discrepancies in ratings for one to
three metacognitive strategies for approximately 20 participants. The final interrater agreement
and reliability were sufficient for aggregation of the ratings across all six raters (r*WG(J) > .70;
ICC(2) > .70). The r*WG(J) indices for each of the dependent variables can be found along the
diagonal of the correlation matrix in Table 4.
Results
Several different analyses were conducted to explore the data and test the hypotheses in
this study. First, manipulation checks were examined to confirm whether the stress and
mindfulness manipulations were effective. Next, hierarchical linear regressions were conducted
to explore main effects and interactions. Finally, Hayes’ PROCESS macro (A. F. Hayes, 2013)
was used to conduct mediation and mediated-moderation analyses. Significance test results with
p-values less than .05 were interpreted as statistically significant and those with p-values
between .05 and .10 were interpreted as approaching statistical significance. Cohen’s d values
were interpreted based on conventional standards (.20 = small effect, .50 medium effect, .80 =
large effect). Partial eta-squared values were also interpreted based on conventional standards
(.01 = small effect, .06 = medium effect, .14 = large effect; Cohen, 1988).
The descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations of study variables are presented in
Table 4. Because there were only moderate correlations between the scores on the two cases, the
scores on the metacognitive strategies and overall decision ethicality for each case were analyzed
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separately rather than combined into a total score. As a result, analyses were run on 16 dependent
variables (8 per case).
Manipulation Checks
There was a statistically significant difference in perceived stress scores between the two
conditions of the stress manipulation, t(199) = -4.84, p < .001, d = .68. Those in the stress
condition (M = 15.13, SD = 4.10) reported higher scores than those in the control condition (M =
12.29, SD = 4.23). This indicates that the stress manipulation was effective.
However, the difference in state mindfulness scores did not reach statistical significance
between the two conditions of the mindfulness training manipulation, t(199) = -1.96, p = .052, d
= .28. Those in the mindfulness recording condition (M = 14.47, SD = 3.93) reported higher state
mindfulness scores than those in the informational recording condition (M = 13.41, SD = 3.71).
This calls into question whether the mindfulness manipulation was sufficiently strong to observe
the hypothesized effects.
Main Effect Analyses
Hierarchical linear regressions were conducted to test the main and moderation effects
with variables entered into the model sequentially. Stress, mindfulness training and trait
mindfulness were entered in Step 1 to test the main effects of these variables on each of the
metacognitive strategies and overall decision ethicality for each case. Stress (coded as 0 =
control, 1 = stress) did not significantly predict any of the metacognitive strategies or overall
decision ethicality. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was not supported.
Mindfulness training (coded as 0 = informational recording, 1 = mindfulness recording)
was also not a significant predictor of the metacognitive strategies or overall decision ethicality.
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Similarly, trait mindfulness did not significantly predict the metacognitive strategies or overall
ethicality. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3 were not supported.
The correlations between trait mindfulness and the dependent variables can be found in
Table 4. The means and standard deviations for each dependent variable by manipulation
condition are reported in Table 5 (Mindfulness Training) and Table 6 (Stress). Table 7 presents
all standardized and unstandardized regression coefficients and standard errors.
Moderation Analyses
The moderation effects were tested in Step 2 and Step 3 in which all possible two-way
interactions between stress, mindfulness training and trait mindfulness were entered. The
interaction between mindfulness training and trait mindfulness was not statistically significant.
Thus, there is no support for the two-way interaction proposed in Research Question 1. The
interaction between stress, trait mindfulness and mindfulness training was also not statistically
significant. Thus, there is no support for the three-way interaction proposed in Research
Question 2. However, the interaction between stress and trait mindfulness was significant or
approached significance for several of the metacognitive strategies. Additionally, the interaction
between stress and mindfulness training approached statistical significance for one of the
metacognitive strategies. For these interactions, simple effects tests were conducted for further
interpretation. All standardized and unstandardized regression coefficients and standard errors
are presented in Table 7. Interaction graphs for the significant or near-significant interactions are
presented in Figures 6-12.
First, trait mindfulness moderated the effect of stress on recognizing circumstances in
Case 1, β = .81, t(194) = 2.30, p = .022. To interpret the moderation effect, a test of simple
effects was conducted. The scores of those high in trait mindfulness were compared to those low
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in trait mindfulness for each stress condition. The high trait mindfulness group included those
participants whose trait mindfulness scores were greater than one standard deviation above the
mean (TM > 64.58). The low trait mindfulness included those participants whose trait
mindfulness scores were greater than one standard deviation below the mean (TM < 40.91).
There is distinct value in using this approach of dividing participants into discrete groups and
using these subsets of the data. Based on prior research, individuals who complete multi-week
mindfulness trainings, enhancing their levels of trait mindfulness, exhibit MAAS scores of
approximately 64 (e.g., Garland et al., 2012). Therefore, by using one standard deviation above
and below the mean as cut-off points for the high and low mindfulness groups, respectively, we
are able to compare ethical decision making between those who have a level of mindfulness that
similar to what can be achieved through participation in mindfulness interventions with those
who demonstrate a deficiency in mindfulness, a group that could most benefit from mindfulness
interventions. In the stress condition, there was a significant difference in scores on recognizing
circumstances between those high in trait mindfulness (M = 3.17, SD = .79) and those low in trait
mindfulness (M = 2.53, SD = .78), F(1, 50) = 4.79, p = .033, d = .82. In the control condition,
there was not a statistically significant difference between those high in trait mindfulness and
those low in trait mindfulness.
The interaction between trait mindfulness and stress was also significant for questioning
your own and others’ judgment in Case 1, β = .80, t(194) = 2.28, p = .024. A test of simple
effects showed that for those in the stress condition, there was a significant difference between
those high in trait mindfulness (M = 3.01, SD = .72) and those low in trait mindfulness (M =
2.46, SD = .64), F(1, 50) = 5.45, p = .024, d = .81. In the control condition, there was not a
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statistically significant difference between those high in trait mindfulness and those low in trait
mindfulness.
Additionally, there was a significant interaction between trait mindfulness and stress for
managing emotions in Case 1, β = .80, t(194) = 2.30, p = .023. A test of simple effects showed
that for those in the stress condition, there was a significant difference between those high in trait
mindfulness (M = 1.46, SD = .37) and those low in trait mindfulness (M = 1.20, SD = .12), F(1,
50) = 7.53, p = .008, d = .95. In the control condition, there was not a statistically significant
difference between those high in trait mindfulness and those low in trait mindfulness.
Another significant interaction between trait mindfulness and stress was seen for overall
ethicality in Case 1, β = .81, t(194) = 2.33, p = .021. A test of simple effects showed that for
those in the stress condition, there was a significant difference between those high in trait
mindfulness (M = 3.18, SD = .71) and those low in trait mindfulness (M = 2.51, SD = .60), F(1,
50) = 7.23, p = .010, d = 1.02. In the control condition, there was not a statistically significant
difference between those high in trait mindfulness and those low in trait mindfulness.
Furthermore, the interaction between trait mindfulness and stress approached statistical
significance for considering others’ perspectives in Case 1, β = .64, t(194) = 1.82, p = .070. A
test of simple effects showed that for those in the stress condition, there was a significant
difference between those high in trait mindfulness (M = 2.78, SD = .64) and those low in trait
mindfulness (M = 2.26, SD = .55), F(1, 50) = 4.68, p = .035, d = .87. In the control condition,
there was not a statistically significant difference between those high in trait mindfulness and
those low in trait mindfulness.
Finally, the interaction between trait mindfulness and stress was statistically significant
for analyzing personal motivation in Case 1, β = .77, t(194) = 2.21, p = .028. However, a test of
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simple effects did not show a significant difference between those high in trait mindfulness and
those low in trait mindfulness in the stress or control conditions.
In addition to the simple effect analyses, Hayes’ PROCESS macro in SPSS (2013; Model
1) was used as an alternative analytic procedure to further explore the significant interactions
between stress and trait mindfulness. The PROCESS macro utilizes a bootstrapping procedure,
which includes a resampling with replacement of the original sample to construct a larger
sample. Following guidelines from Hayes (2009), the present study used 5,000 bootstrap
samples. Bootstrapping generates 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals for the indirect
effects and has been found to be a more accurate and powerful method for detecting mediation
(A. F. Hayes, 2009; Preacher & Hayes, 2004). Utilizing the full sample, the effect of trait
mindfulness on ethical decision making was examined within the stress and control condition
separately. No significant effects were found for the stress condition (B’s = .003-.009) or the
control condition (B’s = -.003 to -.013), suggesting that increases in mindfulness did not predict
use of metacognitive strategies for those in either the stress or control condition. However, these
results do not necessarily contradict the simple effects findings, but rather speak to the pattern of
the interaction.
Based on the results of the simple effect analyses, which showed significant effects of
trait mindfulness on the relationship between stress and a number of ethical decision making
variables for those in the stress condition and the lack of significant effects for those in the
control condition, Hypothesis 4 is partially supported.
There was also a moderating effect of mindfulness training on the relationship between
stress and managing emotions in Case 1 that approached statistical significance, B = -.129, t(212)
= -1.87, p = .064. An analysis of simple effects showed that for those in the control condition, the
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difference between the mindfulness recording condition (M = 1.35, SD = .28) and the
informational recording condition (M = 1.27, SD = .24) approached statistical significance, F(1,
197) = 2.92, p = .089, d = .31. The difference between these conditions for those in the stress
condition was not statistically significant. Despite the interaction and simple effect analysis
approaching statistical significance, they did not achieve statistical significance and no other
interactions between stress and mindfulness training were statistically significant. Therefore, we
must conclude that Hypothesis 5a was not supported.
Mediation Analyses
Since a direct effect of mindfulness training was not found, mediation analyses were not
conducted using state mindfulness. Therefore, Hypothesis 3b was not supported.
Moderated Mediation Analyses
Since a direct effect of mindfulness training was not found, moderated mediation
analyses were not conducted to test mindfulness training as a moderator that is mediated by state
mindfulness. Therefore, Hypothesis 5b was not supported.
Exploratory Analyses
State Self-Control Capacity
Some additional analyses were conducted to explore whether other relationships and
variables that were not addressed in the hypotheses may be important to our understanding of the
impacts of mindfulness and stress on ethical decision making. First, because a self-regulatory
theoretical framework was proposed but not explicitly tested in the hypotheses, additional
analyses were conducted with state self-control capacity (Clinton et al., 2020) as a mediator
through which stress, mindfulness training and trait mindfulness may affect ethical decision
making. These relationships were tested using the PROCESS macro (Model 4). The indirect
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effect of stress on ethical decision making via state self-control capacity was not statistically
significant. The indirect effect of trait mindfulness on ethical decision making via state selfcontrol capacity was also not statistically significant.
Additionally, a serial mediation model was tested in which the relationship between
mindfulness training and ethical decision making was mediated by state mindfulness and state
self-control capacity, in this order. The analyses were conducted using the PROCESS macro
(Model 6). Results indicated that the indirect effect of mindfulness training on ethical decision
making via state mindfulness and state self-control capacity was not statistically significant.
Regression coefficients, standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for these mediation
analyses are presented in Appendix G.
Perceived Stress
Given that prior research has shown that mindfulness can buffer the relationship between
stress and ethical decision making, analyses were conducted to examine whether mindfulness
training and trait mindfulness can decrease one’s stress response (elicited by the presentation of a
stressor), which in turn decreases the negative relationship between stress and ethical decision
making. Perceived stress, which was used as a manipulation check for the stress manipulation,
was tested as a mediator of the relationships of trait mindfulness and stress, respectively, with
ethical decision making. The PROCESS macro (Model 4) was used for these analyses. The
indirect effect of trait mindfulness on ethical decision making via perceived stress was not
statistically significant. Similarly, the indirect effect of stress on ethical decision making via
perceived stress was also not found to be statistically significant.
Additionally, a serial mediation model was tested in which the relationship between
mindfulness training and ethical decision making was mediated by state mindfulness and
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perceived stress, in this order. The analyses were conducted using the PROCESS macro (Model
6). Results indicated that the indirect effect of mindfulness training on ethical decision making
via state mindfulness and perceived stress was not statistically significant. Regression
coefficients, standard errors and 95% confidence intervals for these mediation analyses are
presented in Appendix H.
Finally, the relationship between perceived stress and ethical decision making were
further examined. Based on the correlational analyses in Table 4, a linear relationship was not
found between perceived stress and the metacognitive strategies or overall decision ethicality.
Quadratic and cubic regression analyses were conducted to test for a potential curvilinear
relationship. However, no statistically significant results were found.
Mindfulness Experience
In order to gain further insight into the effects of trait mindfulness, mindfulness training
and state mindfulness on ethical decision making, mindfulness experience was explored as a
potential moderator of these relationships. Mindfulness experience was measured as a
dichotomous variable with participants responding “yes” or “no” to whether they have had any
prior experience practicing mindfulness.
Mindfulness experience was first tested as a moderator of the relationship between
mindfulness training and state mindfulness using a 2x2 factorial ANOVA. The interaction
between mindfulness training and mindfulness experience approached statistical significance,
F(1, 196) = 2.79, p = .096, η2 = .01. A test of simple effects showed that for those who did not
have experience practicing mindfulness, there was a statistically significant difference in state
mindfulness between those who listened to the mindfulness recording (M = 12.79, SD = 3.44)
and those who listened to the informational recording (M = 14.47, SD = 3.81), F (1, 196) = 6.64,
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p = .011, d = .46. For those who had experience practicing mindfulness, there was not a
statistically significant difference in state mindfulness between those who listened to the
mindfulness recording and those who listened to the informational recording. Results for the
ANOVA analysis are presented in Appendix I. The interaction graph is presented in Figure 13.
Mindfulness experience was then tested in a moderated-mediation model using the
PROCESS macro (Model 8) in which mindfulness experience is a first stage moderator of the
effect of mindfulness training on ethical decision making via state mindfulness. The moderated
mediation index was not found to be statistically significant. Additionally, the effect of the
interaction of mindfulness training with experience on ethical decision making was also not
statistically significant.
Additional analyses were conducted using the PROCESS macro (Model 1). Mindfulness
experience was not found to be a significant moderator of the relationship between trait
mindfulness and ethical decision making. Similarly, the moderating effect of mindfulness
experience was not significant in the relationship between stress and ethical decision making.
Moderation and moderated-mediation analyses are presented in Appendix J.
Discussion
The present effort utilized a self-regulatory framework to study the effects of stress and
mindfulness on ethical decision making. While prior research has suggested that both stress and
mindfulness play a significant role in impacting ethical decision making (e.g., Selart & Johansen,
2011; Shapiro et al., 2012), the empirical literature exploring these relationships has been scant.
This experiment advances the literature by examining how stress and different
conceptualizations of mindfulness interact to influence ethical decision making.
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In this section, an overview of study hypotheses and an exploration of the main effects
will be provided. Next, the support found for the buffering effect of trait mindfulness on the
impact of stress on ethical decision making, as well as the theoretical implications for the mixed
support for a self-regulatory explanatory framework, will be discussed. Additionally, other
relevant and unexpected findings and implications will be explored. Finally, this section will
conclude with a review of limitations and future directions.
Hypothesis Overview
In this study, support was not found for the main effects of stress, trait mindfulness and
mindfulness training on ethical decision making (Hypotheses 1, 2 and 3a). Additionally, no
moderating effect was found of mindfulness training on the relationship between stress and
ethical decision making (Hypothesis 5a). Consequently, due to the lack of a main or moderating
effect of mindfulness training, there was no mediation of its effect via state mindfulness
(Hypotheses 3b and 5b). Furthermore, no support was found for a two-way interaction between
mindfulness training and trait mindfulness (Research Question 1) or a three-way interaction
between stress, mindfulness training and trait mindfulness (Research Question 2). However,
some support was found for the moderating effect of trait mindfulness on the relationship
between stress and ethical decision making (Hypothesis 4), which will be reviewed later in this
section.
Main Effects
A number of factors may account for the absence of the expected main effects in this
study. The lack of a main effect for stress may, to some extent, be attributed to the time of year at
which the study was conducted (late November to mid-December), which coincided with the end
of the semester. This is a time usually associated with higher levels of perceived stress for
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students due to finals period. Therefore, it is possible that while those in the stress condition did
have higher levels of perceived stress than those in the control condition, both conditions had
sufficiently high levels of perceived stress due to academics that similar effects were seen on
ethical decision making. In other words, this study may have suffered from an issue of range
restriction in participants’ stress responses. For example, the scores on the perceived stress scale
in this study for the stress and control condition were higher than what has been found in prior
research where similar stress measures were used. In the present study, those in the control
condition had a score of 12.29 and those in the stress condition a score of 15.13. When compared
using the scoring in this study (out of 20), scores in the control conditions of other studies ranged
from approximately 6.0-9.0, while scores in the stress conditions were approximately 10.0-13.0
(e.g., Gaggioli et al., 2020; Pribék et al., 2021; von Dawans et al., 2011; White et al., 2008). This
provides support for the argument that participants in both conditions of this study had an
elevated level of perceived stress, which could have obscured the effect of the stress
manipulation.
The fact that no main effect was found for mindfulness training may be related to the
mode of study administration. As this study was conducted virtually, it was impossible to ensure
that participants listened to the full recordings in the mindfulness training manipulation. This
may have particularly impacted the strength of the manipulation, which required 15 minutes of
continuous attention while sitting silently to be most effective. Relatedly, because participants
were all in different environments with many possible distractors, it is unknown whether all
participants completed the study in one sitting as intended for carryover of the manipulation
effects to the ethical decision making. This may also account for why an effect was not found for
mindfulness training, as well as for stress, on ethical decision making.

54

Finally, the absence of an effect of trait mindfulness on ethical decision making may be a
result of the type of measure that was used. While it is one of the most popular measures, the
MAAS (Brown & Ryan. 2003) treats trait mindfulness as a single factor. As a result, this did not
allow for more in-depth examination of potential multidimensional effects of trait mindfulness
that a multi-factor measure would have provided. It is possible that while trait mindfulness is not
unconditionally related to ethical decision making in this paper, specific factors of trait
mindfulness may have demonstrated such a relationship had they been examined. Additional
discussion about the benefits of alternative measures will be presented later when reviewing the
study limitations and potential future directions.
Key Findings
The main contribution of this study was demonstrating that trait mindfulness may serve
as a buffer between stress and ethical decision making. Specifically, for five of the metacognitive
strategies, as well as for overall ethicality, measured in Case 1, it was found that a higher level of
trait mindfulness buffered the negative effect of stress on ethical decision making. These
strategies were recognizing circumstances, questioning your own and others’ judgment,
managing emotions, analyzing personal motivation and considering others’ perspectives. 4 A
commonality between these strategies is their relationship to the principles of mindfulness.
Mindfulness prompts individuals to refrain from judging what is happening, instead guiding
them to accept them as they are and to take a step back to view events more objectively. This
enables individuals to be effective at the exact processes that these strategies represent, such as
being aware of the different aspects of the situation, understanding others’ feelings and

Each of the strategies was tested in separate analyses as dependent variables. Therefore, this may have increased
the chance of Type I error. Additionally, it is possible that differences in results may be found with the use of
multivariate analyses.

4
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objectives, and controlling one’s emotions. Therefore, it aligns that trait mindfulness would be
effective at counteracting the impact of stress on ethical decision making. These findings are
similar to those in previous research that have shown the ability of trait mindfulness to impede
the potential of stress to bring about unpleasant outcomes and experiences, such as impaired
working memory, lower levels of performance and increased burnout (Moen et al., 2015; Weger
et al., 2012). It is important to address, however, that given the findings of the additional
PROCESS analyses, which did not find statically significant results when regressing the
metacognitive strategies or overall decision ethicality on trait mindfulness in either the stress or
control condition, the buffering effect of trait mindfulness is likely not linear. In other words,
while a buffering effect is seen at higher trait mindfulness and is absent at lower trait
mindfulness, this effect does not appear to increase linearly.
In considering why a pattern of two-way interaction effects were observed in Case 1, but
not Case 2, one possibility concerns differences in case content. In Case 1, the dilemma was
about how to address a manager using money from unreported sales to give bonuses to
subordinates. In Case 2, the dilemma was whether the participant should destroy evidence that
will help an injured coworker receive compensation in order to protect the company. It may be
that the ethical dilemma in Case 2 was of greater moral intensity than in Case 1, thus requiring a
marshaling of more self-regulatory resources. Moral intensity is the degree to which the
characteristics of the ethical dilemma are perceived to have moral significance (Barnett, 2001).
Jones’s (1991) model presents the six components of moral intensity: magnitude of
consequences, social consensus, probability of effect, temporal immediacy, proximity, and
concentration of effect. In Case 2, the consequences are much greater, more numerous, affect
more individuals and have a greater likelihood of occurring than in Case 1. In Case 1, it is
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uncertain whether the misappropriation will ever be discovered, and the consequences amount to
potential legal and financial penalties from the IRS. However, in Case 2, the consequences are
perhaps more likely to occur and more numerous, including potential harm to an injured
employee’s chances of compensation, criminal and financial penalties, and future employee
injuries due to unsafe conditions. The proximity of the victim is also greater in Case 2 where the
main victim is a friend and beloved coworker compared to a distal government agency in Case 1.
Higher moral intensity may have led participants, to some degree, to perceive the
situation in Case 2 as more threatening, particularly given the stakes of the dilemma. This could
lead participants to experience stress during this portion of the ethical decision making task,
which for those in the stress condition, may have compounded the stress response brought about
by the manipulation and resulted in a greater stress response. Previous research has shown that
being presented with an ethical dilemma, and having to generate a resolution, can itself cause
stress (Mullen et al., 2017). Given that the interaction between stress and trait mindfulness was
not seen in Case 2, this may suggest that there is a limit to the buffering effect of trait
mindfulness. This presents the possibility that some stress experiences are too intense to be
measurably affected by higher levels of trait mindfulness.
Another contribution of the present effort emerged in supplementary analyses—the
significant interaction between the mindfulness training and mindfulness experience on state
mindfulness, which demonstrated the relevance of experience to whether one benefits from a
mindfulness training. Those who did not have prior mindfulness experience reported
significantly greater state mindfulness after the mindfulness training than those in the control
condition. However, there was not a significant effect for those who had prior mindfulness
experience. This appears to indicate that while a training such as this one is valuable to those
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who are new to mindfulness and can bring about a discernable, albeit small, difference, this
training is not strong enough to impact state mindfulness for those who have previously been
exposed to mindfulness trainings. Therefore, more consideration is needed into the types of
trainings that are implemented to ensure they are capable of providing some degree of benefit to
all, regardless of experience (Blum et al., 2021; Greeson et al., 2018).
Finally, a counterintuitive pattern of results emerged concerning the relationships
between trait mindfulness and several other variables. Trait mindfulness was found to have
strong negative relationships with state mindfulness and self-control capacity, and a positive
relationship with perceived stress. These findings are the opposite of what would be expected as
much of the theoretical literature and studies on related constructs (e.g., reactivity, regulatory
emotional efficacy, sustained attention) suggest that individuals higher in trait mindfulness
should also report higher state mindfulness and have a greater self-control capacity. Additionally,
given that higher levels of dispositional mindfulness are shown to decrease unpleasant responses
to stress (Elkins-Brown et al., 2017; Tsafou et al., 2017), a negative relationship would be
expected between trait mindfulness and perceived stress (Palmer & Rodger, 2009; Tomlinson et
al., 2018). However, the relationships found in the present effort can be explained by considering
the nature of trait mindfulness. The higher an individual is in trait mindfulness, the greater their
dispositional tendency to be aware and attend to the present moment (Brown & Ryan, 2003). As
a result, individuals higher in trait mindfulness are more cognizant of their own experiences and
states of being than individuals lower in trait mindfulness. Therefore, it may be that the higher
participants in this study were in trait mindfulness, the better they were able to recognize their
levels of perceived stress and their lack of state mindfulness and self-regulatory resources. This
is plausible given that, as mentioned earlier, this data was collected in the last weeks of the
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semester, a time when perceived stress levels are high for students and their self-regulatory
resources may be especially depleted. Furthermore, a negative relationship between trait
mindfulness and state mindfulness specifically has been seen in a prior study, albeit with a single
factor of trait mindfulness, which was attributed to an increased ability of those higher in trait
mindfulness to observe their own states (Bravo et al., 2018).
Theoretical Implications
The main theoretical contribution of this study is to the self-regulation literature, which
was used to provide an explanatory framework for the relationships between stress and
mindfulness with ethical decision making. Overall, the findings in this paper are mixed,
presenting a complex picture of the applicability of self-regulation theory in explaining these
relationships. First, several findings aligned with this theoretical framework. The significant
interactions between stress and trait mindfulness for several of the metacognitive strategies in
Case 1 suggest there may be an increased level of self-regulatory resources among those who are
higher in trait mindfulness that buffers the impact of stress. This initially higher level of selfregulatory resources allowed for enough resources to remain after stress exposure for individuals
to engage in the necessary self-regulation during ethical decision making. However, this
buffering effect was not present for those lower in trait mindfulness as stress may be sufficiently
depleting their initially lower level of self-regulatory resources, leading to decreased selfregulation. This depletion was great enough to result in a statistically significant difference in
ethical decision making between those higher in trait mindfulness and those lower in trait
mindfulness in the presence of stress, as was seen for a number of the metacognitive strategies in
Case 1 (though not in Case 2). These findings make a novel contribution to the literature by
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providing some initial evidence for the interactive effects of stress and trait mindfulness when
responding to tasks involving complex problem solving.
The general trends of these findings align with what would be expected based on prior
research. Stress has regularly been shown to deplete self-regulatory resources, hindering selfregulatory processes and impairing self-regulation (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). Conversely,
mindfulness enhances one’s level of self-regulatory resources, thereby promoting self-regulatory
processes, which were represented in the metacognitive strategies for which trait mindfulness
served as a buffer (Friese et al., 2012). Specifically, individuals higher in trait mindfulness were
found to exhibit a better ability to manage their own affect (managing emotions) and to
purposefully direct their attention to relevant information related to the case (such as to consider
circumstances, one’s judgment and motivations, and others’ perspectives; Brown & Ryan, 2003).
Therefore, the findings in this paper demonstrate that self-regulatory resources and selfregulation may play a key role in explaining the effects of trait mindfulness on decreasing the
effects of stress on ethical decision making.
Furthermore, some of the supplementary analysis results provide additional support for
the role of self-regulatory resources in the relationships of interest. Stress was shown to be
significantly negatively related to self-control capacity (r = -.14), which captures participants’
reported levels of self-regulatory resources. This confirms that those in the stress condition
experienced a depletion of their self-regulatory resources post-manipulation compared to those
who were in the control condition. Similarly, self-control capacity was found to be significantly
positively related to state mindfulness (r = .33), indicating that, as expected, higher levels of state
mindfulness were associated with the maintenance of a greater supply of self-regulatory
resources.
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At the same time, other findings showed a lack of support for self-regulatory theory as a
sufficient explanation for the impacts of stress and mindfulness on ethical decision making. For
example, stress, mindfulness training and trait mindfulness did not have statistically significant
main effects on the metacognitive strategies. Given that stress depletes self-regulatory resources,
impeding the self-regulation required for the metacognitive strategies, it was expected that stress
would have negatively impacted the usage of metacognitive strategies. Conversely, higher trait
mindfulness and engagement in mindfulness training have both been linked to greater selfregulatory resources and better self-regulation, thus both should have improved metacognitive
strategy use. The fact that none of these effects were demonstrated may mean that increases in
one’s supply of self-regulatory resources do not automatically translate into greater usage of
metacognitive strategies, potentially indicating that self-regulatory resources are not as closely
tied to ethical decision making as we had supposed.
Along these lines, there were also some patterns in the supplementary analyses conducted
with self-control capacity that contradicted prior research on self-regulatory theory. First, selfcontrol capacity was not a mediator of any of the proposed relationships. This means that the
effects of stress and mindfulness on the metacognitive strategies did not occur through one’s
level of self-regulatory resources. Second, self-control capacity unexpectedly trended toward
negative relationships with most of the metacognitive strategies (r = -.10s), with a statistically
significant negative relationship with recognizing circumstances in Case 1. Similarly, while state
mindfulness was significantly positively related to self-control capacity, it too was significantly
negatively related to several metacognitive strategies. Taken together, these results are especially
surprising given that the metacognitive strategies can be seen as manifestations of self-regulation
processes. Thus, in this study, self-regulatory resources were found to be either unrelated to or
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hinder self-regulation processes, relationships that are difficult to reconcile with the literature. Of
course, there remains the possibility that these counterintuitive results do not accurately reflect
the “true” relationships between self-regulatory resources and processes, perhaps due to the way
in which self-regulatory resources were measured in this effort. This possibility will be examined
in more detail in the research implications.
Research Implications
There are a few takeaways from this study that can inform how research on these topics is
conducted in the future. The counterintuitive negative relationships found between self-control
capacity and the metacognitive strategies—suggesting self-regulatory resources are unrelated to
or even impair self-regulation—may be a factor of how self-regulatory resources were measured
in this paper (e.g., using a self-report measure). Because self-report measures are subjective, they
are vulnerable to response biases, such as socially desirable responding and self-deception
(Paulhus, 1991). Similarly, Hagger et al. (2010) have pointed to a difference between behavioral
and self-report measures of self-regulatory capacity, highlighting that the latter is subject to
inaccuracy due to measurement error. Additionally, the measurement of self-regulatory resources
specifically using self-report measures poses a unique challenge given the difficulty around
operationalization. As noted by Baumeister and Vohs (2016), self-regulatory resources have
largely been referred to in a metaphorical sense in the literature, occasionally defined as an
ambiguous form of energy, though some effort has been made to link them to biological
indicators (e.g., glucose levels) with mixed results. Therefore, given there is some ambiguity to
the conceptualization and operationalization of self-regulatory resources, it is possible that the
items utilized in self-report measures do not capture the full scope of self-regulatory resource
capacity.
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An alternative researchers should consider in the measurement of self-regulatory
resources is the use of objective measures which bypass the need for an individual’s accurate
self-assessment. For example, some prior research has assessed self-regulatory resource capacity
using a hand grip task with greater duration of sustained grip associated with a greater supply of
self-regulatory resources and greater self-regulation (Alberts et al., 2007; Goldberg et al., 2017).
Another approach is measuring time spent on a task requiring self-regulation following an
activity that depletes one’s self-regulatory resources. Longer persistence on the task signals a
greater supply of self-regulatory resources remaining (Baumeister et al., 1998; Clarkson et al.,
2010). A third option is reaction time during an activity, such as the Stroop task, after exposure
to a depleting task. Slower reaction times are believed to signify greater depletion of selfregulatory resources (Hagger et al., 2010; Radel et al., 2019). Such use of objective measures can
provide a less intrusive method of more accurately capturing one’s self-regulatory resource
capacity that is also less susceptible to self-enhancement. This would allow for a better
understanding about the role of self-regulation as an explanatory framework, providing a clearer
picture of whether the relationships of stress and mindfulness with ethical decision making hinge
on one’s self-regulatory resource capacity and consequent self-regulation. However, it is
important to recognize that objective measures also have limitations when it comes to the
measurement of self-regulatory resources. In particular, given the lack of a concrete definition of
self-regulatory resources, it is difficult to be certain that objective measures are indeed capturing
self-regulatory resources rather than an alternative construct. Similarly, like subjective measures,
objective measures focus on broadly capturing self-regulatory resources, neglecting specific
aspects of self-regulatory resources that may account for differences in results (Murtagh & Todd,
2004).
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This paper also highlights the need for consideration about the measures used to capture
state mindfulness. In the pilot study used in the present effort to test the efficacy of mindfulness
training, state mindfulness was measured using the SMS (Tanay & Bernstein, 2013). The
difference between the two conditions was statistically significant with a very large effect size.
In contrast, an adapted version of the MAAS-State was chosen to capture state mindfulness in
the main study due to its brevity. Although the same mindfulness training manipulation was used
with a similar sample, the difference between the two conditions in the main study only
approached statistical significance and the effect size was small. Although it is possible the
manipulation was not as effective in the main study as in the pilot study, the issue may also be
with the state mindfulness measure. The adapted MAAS-State asks about how mindful one
believes they would be in a hypothetical situation, while the SMS captures different aspects of
one’s experienced mindfulness of the mind and body, which aligns more closely with how
mindfulness is typically defined. Therefore, when measuring state mindfulness, it is important
that attention be paid to whether the measures are capturing the nuances of a participant’s actual
experiences rather than their beliefs about what their experiences might be. Additionally, because
measures such as the SMS are somewhat lengthy, particularly when used in studies with other
measures, researchers should investigate whether shorter scales can be developed from these
measures that are equally valid but require less time to complete.
Practical Implications
The findings from this study also have practical implications for organizations. As
reviewed earlier in this paper, poor ethical decision making is costly for organizations. The fact
that trait mindfulness served as a buffer between stress and ethical decision making via several
metacognitive strategies provides support for the need to enhance the trait mindfulness of
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employees. As previously stated, stress is a frequent experience of organizational life (Wrike,
2018). Though a main effect was not found in this study for the impact of stress on ethical
decision making, there has been sufficient prior research on the harmful effects of stress on
organizational outcomes, including measures related to ethical decision making, to warrant the
development of numerous workplace interventions to counteract these effects (Molek-Winiarska
& Molek-Kozakowska, 2020; Tetrick & Winslow, 2015). Therefore, given the potential benefits
of trait mindfulness for ethical decision making, it is important for organizations to view its
cultivation as a type of intervention strategy.
Additionally, the interaction effects between stress and trait mindfulness signal that
enhancing trait mindfulness may benefit individuals in some professions more than others. The
results showed that higher trait mindfulness served as a buffer against stress for those who were
exposed to a stressor (stress condition) with no significant effect for those who were not exposed
to a stressor (control condition). Therefore, those in professions traditionally associated with
more stressors, or higher-intensity stressors, may especially benefit from building their levels of
trait mindfulness to improve their ethical decision making. For example, those in healthcare
professions, particularly in nursing careers, frequently encounter significant stressors and
regularly report experiencing stress, as do those in finance careers, such as floor traders, and
those in managerial roles (Najimi et al., 2012; Oberlechner & Nimgade, 2005; Stickle & Scott,
2016). Individuals in such professions are also likely to be faced with high-stakes ethical
dilemmas for which carefully regulating one’s ethical responses to situations is key.
One approach for building trait mindfulness is through repeated achievement of higher
levels of state mindfulness. Prior research has shown that regularly increasing one’s level of state
mindfulness can lead to stable increases in one’s level of trait mindfulness (Carmody & Baer,
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2008). The most common approach is through mindfulness trainings using guided focused
breathing, similar to the recording that was used in this study. However, as mindfulness
experience will differ among employees, particularly given its growing popularity in the selfhelp industry, it is important to carefully consider the type of interventions that will be used.
While not all interventions will impact those with differing experience levels similarly, it is
critical to select interventions from which all employees can derive some benefit, regardless of
experience level or exposure to mindfulness.
It is also necessary for organizations to consider the type of program that they would like
to offer based on the availability of resources and feasibility of execution. Currently, mindfulness
programs vary from opportunities for employees to take time to practice mindfulness during the
workday to formal multi-week programs like MBSR in which employees must enroll and attend
regularly. Fortunately, while multi-hour session, 8-week mindfulness programs have been
proven countless times to be very effective in leading to long-term increase in trait mindfulness,
other research has shown that frequency of engaging in the practice of mindfulness is more
important than the length of the practice (Bamber & Morpeth, 2019). As a result, organizations
should develop programs where their employees have the opportunity to engage in mindfulness
on a regular basis over a period of time, even if it is for short sessions. Additionally, a variety of
mindfulness practices that elicit higher state mindfulness can be introduced to employees beyond
the traditional focused breathing, such as body scans (meditations focusing on body sensations),
walking meditation, mindful eating and mindful stretching.
Furthermore, to promote greater application of mindfulness during ethical decision
making specifically, mindfulness can be incorporated directly into ethical training programs.
Ethical training programs can vary significantly in their content and the type of instruction that is
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used. In particular, case-based instruction and introduction to metacognitive strategy use has
been shown to be effective in improving ethical decision making (Waples et al., 2009; Watts et
al., 2017). While the programs incorporate these components to teach employees what the
critical aspects of an ethical dilemma are to which they must attend, they tend not to provide
guidance on how to regulate attention. Mindfulness can address this gap by serving as a tool to
help employees build their capacity for redirecting their attention and enhance present-moment
focus, allowing them to devote that attention toward utilizing the strategies. By introducing
mindfulness during ethical training programs and then encouraging employees to practice it
regularly as a way to enhance their ethical decision making, employees engaging in consistent
practice will increase their trait mindfulness, becoming generally more mindful in their day-today work.
Organizations can go even further in building greater trait mindfulness in their employees
by addressing the reluctance and skepticism that employees may feel about mindfulness practice.
This is of particular importance as individuals who are the least familiar with mindfulness are
also among those who are the least likely to participate in interventions but who may see the
greatest potential to benefit from enhancing their levels of trait mindfulness. Because of its
spiritual roots, some may be skeptical of mindfulness, seeing it as a product of pseudoscience,
pop psychology or the latest organizational fad. To increase buy-in for mindfulness
interventions, employees can be presented with the evidence from scientific literature that have
demonstrated the health and workplace benefits that mindfulness can provide (e.g., Good et al.,
2016; Sim et al., 2019). Additionally, firsthand accounts of employees in other organizations
who were reluctant to try mindfulness can be shared with employees, acknowledging their
feelings of skepticism while also showing how these other individuals went on to benefit from
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the practice which changed their perspectives. One such example is the mindfulness programs
and research conducted with military personnel (Gelles, 2016; Watson, 2013; Yeoman, 2019).
Furthermore, organizations can build components of mindfulness into their cultures and
values. For example, organizations might emphasize to employees the importance of being
psychologically present in their work interactions, refraining from defaulting to engrained
automatic judgments. As a result, employees may be more receptive to standalone mindfulness
programs or the incorporation of mindfulness practice within ethical training programs as they
will be seen as initiatives that align with the organization’s overall messaging.
Limitations and Future Directions
There are six limitations that are important to note when interpreting the conclusions of
this study—limitations that naturally point to avenues for future research. First, the study was
conducted virtually for convenience during the COVID-19 pandemic. Of course, this study
would have benefited from being conducted in a controlled environment, such as a laboratory
setting, to minimize the influence of extraneous variables. For example, as mentioned previously,
it is not possible to be certain that participants listened to the entire recordings in the mindfulness
training conditions. This may have particularly impacted the strength of the mindfulness training
manipulation, which required 15 minutes of continuous attention while sitting silently to be most
effective. It is possible that had the study been conducted in a laboratory, stronger effects would
have been seen for mindfulness training on the metacognitive strategies. Similarly, as
participants completed the study remotely in different environments of their choosing, it was not
possible to control or eliminate all potential distractors that may have affected the results.
However, measures were taken to minimize distractions, including instructing participants to
complete the task in an environment free from distractions and to wear headphones while
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listening to the recordings. Additionally, data were removed from participants who spent too
long on the recording page, which suggests that they may not have been attending to the
recording. Nevertheless, future mindfulness training research is likely to benefit from being
conducted in-person and in a laboratory setting where irrelevant variables, including potential
distractors, can be better controlled.
Second, this study was conducted with undergraduate students in psychology with less
than one-third being employed and only about one-fourth having leadership experience. One of
the limitations of using undergraduate students is the difference in their average age (M = 20.6
years) compared to the general working population, which could represent differences in life
experience that is of particular relevance to the resolution of ethical dilemmas in the workplace.
Additionally, the student participants in this paper all reside in the New York City area and are
receiving their education in the same institution, which may have led to some commonality in
how they engaged with the dilemmas that could contrast with how individuals from other
geographic regions would have approached these same dilemmas. Furthermore, given that only a
fraction of the students were employed and had leadership experience, it is possible that this lack
of experience may have hindered their ability to understand the full scope of the dilemmas or
what their responsibilities would be in the given leadership role. It is important to note, however,
that leadership experience was not found to be significantly related to any of the variables of
interest in this paper. Additionally, students at Baruch College are more demographically diverse
than typical students, representing a variety of racial and ethnic backgrounds that are similar to
the composition of the general working population in large urban cities. Furthermore, Landers
and Behrand (2015) have outlined that the distinction between student samples, mTurk samples
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and samples from online panels are arbitrary as all represent types of convenience samples and
should be considered equally when planning sampling methods.
However, a third and related potential limitation that remains is that students were asked
to complete two low-fidelity simulations of ethical decision making cases, a task that is
commonly used in ethical decision making research (Bagdasarov et al., 2013; Caughron et al.,
2011). Though they were instructed to pretend to be in the respective managerial roles, it is not
possible to know whether the responses that students provided truly mirror how an individual
would respond to an ethical dilemma of this nature in an employment setting. For employees in
their actual jobs, the stakes and, specifically, the moral intensity of an ethical dilemma are far
greater as the way in which they handle the dilemma will have tangible consequences for
themselves, other employees, and the organization. Therefore, compared to student participants
responding to hypothetical scenarios, employees encountering real-life ethical dilemmas will
naturally devote more attentional resources to their resolution. This may translate into different
patterns of metacognitive strategy use, which would also be differently impacted by stress and
mindfulness, than were observed in this paper.
Fourth, as mentioned earlier, a single factor measure of trait mindfulness (MAAS; Brown
& Ryan, 2003) was used, which may have hindered the ability to fully explore the effects of trait
mindfulness. Future research should utilize a measure capturing multiple aspects of trait
mindfulness, such as the Five Facet Mindfulness Questionnaire (FFMQ). This measure captures
five different components of trait mindfulness: describing, acting with awareness, non-judging of
experience, non-reactivity to inner experience and observing/noticing (Baer et al., 2006).
Examining trait mindfulness in this way would allow for a more nuanced understanding of the
relationships of trait mindfulness with stress and ethical decision making, enabling researchers to

70

identify individual factors that may be related to these variables. Two potential facets are acting
with awareness and observing/noticing, which both relate to attention. Similarly, a multi-factor
measure of trait mindfulness will allow for a better understanding of the several unexpected
negative relationships involving trait mindfulness and the measure of self-regulatory resources
found in this paper, particularly whether these relationships are negative for all aspects of trait
mindfulness and whether they are truly rooted in one possessing greater awareness as proposed
earlier.
A fifth limitation that was discussed earlier was the challenge around capturing selfregulatory resources using self-report measures and mixed findings for self-regulatory theory as
an explanatory framework for the relationships of interest. While this framework requires further
testing and should not be dismissed as irrelevant to stress and ethical decision making research,
future research should also explore other theoretical frameworks in addition to self-regulatory
theory. For example, the impact of stress and mindfulness on ethical decision making can also be
explained through cognitive functions, particularly executive functions, which are the cognitive
processes that regulate thought and action (Friedman et al., 2006). Executive functions have been
shown to be critical to ethical decision making. Heekeren et al. (2003) conducted an fMRI study,
which showed that ethical decision making implicates the prefrontal cortex, a region of the brain
that has the greatest responsibility for executive functions such as attention, memory, perception
and cognitive flexibility (Fuster, 2002; Krasnegor et al., 1997). Additionally, Martin et al. (2015)
found that the working memory of participants has a significant positive relationship with ethical
decision making through use of metacognitive strategies, even after accounting for previous
ethics education, exposure to ethical issues and intelligence. Therefore, a relationship between
stress and ethical decision making can perhaps be explained through the impact that stress has on
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executive functions. Specifically, stress has been found to impair attention, different types of
memory, perception, and cognitive flexibility, which would be expected to negatively affect
ethical decision making (Arnsten, 2009; Liston et al., 2009; Starcke et al., 2016). Mindfulness,
on the other hand, has demonstrated beneficial effects on these same executive functions,
improving one’s ability to regulate attention, construct, retrieve and utilize memories, and
manipulate and process numerous pieces of information (Davidson et al., 2003; Hölzel et al.,
2007, 2011; Lu et al., 2014). This would explain how mindfulness can benefit ethical decision
making directly and also by buffering the negative effects of stress by promoting the executive
functions that it impairs.
Sixth, as referenced earlier in the discussion, the time of year at which the study was
conducted (late November to mid-December) coincided with the end of the semester, a time
usually associated with higher levels of perceived stress for students due to finals period. This
may account for why stress scores were higher in both conditions in this study than seen in
previous studies utilizing stress manipulations and may be the reason that an effect for stress was
not seen. Though it is impossible to control for all outside stressors, it would be beneficial in
future research on stress with student participants to carefully attend to, and perhaps
counterbalance, the time of the semester in which data are collected. This may allow for a more
accurate comparison of the effect of the presence of stress versus a control on ethical decision
making.
One final area for future research is investigating relationships between different
conceptualizations of mindfulness and self-regulatory resources. In the present paper,
mindfulness training was unrelated to self-control capacity, while trait mindfulness was
negatively related to self-control capacity (though, again, this may be a sign of greater self-
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awareness of one’s decreased resources rather than an indication of depletion). Additionally, as
mentioned previously, state mindfulness was positively related to self-control capacity.
Therefore, there appears to be a lack of clarity about the exact relationship between mindfulness
and self-regulatory resources, signaling the need for a more nuanced examination of the impact
of mindfulness on self-regulatory resources. Previous research has suggested that all forms of
mindfulness relate similarly to self-regulatory resources, enhancing one’s capacity of these
resources (Glomb et al., 2011; P. P. Schultz & Ryan, 2019). However, future research should
examine whether different conceptualizations of mindfulness vary in how they influence one’s
supply of self-regulatory resources, which would translate into differential impact on selfregulation. It’s possible that not all forms or components of mindfulness are equally beneficial
for self-regulation. As a result, future research should be conducted that compares the
relationships of self-regulation with multiple conceptualizations of mindfulness within a single
study.
Conclusion
Organizations pay a great price for poor ethical decision making. A key approach to
improving ethical decision making is through a better understanding of how it is affected by
various factors, such as individual differences and environmental variables. The findings in this
paper suggest that enhancing trait mindfulness of employees may minimize the harmful effects
of stress on ethical decision making. This suggests a promising approach for the improvement of
ethical training program efficacy through the inclusion of mindfulness interventions and
highlights another benefit of organization-wide mindfulness programs. Additionally, future
research can serve to clarify the impact of induced mindfulness states, the potential differential
effects of stress, and the role of self-regulation in driving these relationships.
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Table 1.
Mindfulness Pilot Descriptive Statistics
Recording Type
N
M
Hafenbrack
42
81.62
Kabat-Zinn
46
81.35
Mindwandering
43
74.75
Nature
43
76.51
Informational
19
66.32
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SD
8.61
10.88
7.23
11.05
13.35

Table 2.
Stress Pilot Descriptive Statistics and Independent Samples Tests
Control
Stress
Condition
Condition
(N = 47)
(N = 57)
Measure

M

SD

Visual Analogue Scale
(VAS)

34.53

28.70

77.05 25.66

7.97 102 .000

1.56

State-Trait Anxiety
Inventory- Short Form
(STAI: Y-6)

15.11

4.96

20.91

4.82

6.03 102 .000

1.19

4-item Perceived Stress
Scale

10.36

3.63

14.32

3.50

5.64 102 .000

1.11
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SD

t

df

p

Cohen's
d

M

Table 3.
Participant Demographic Statistics (N = 201)
N
Gender
Male
100
Female
101
Race/Ethnicity
Asian
74
Black or African American
14
Hispanic/Latino
40
White
47
Other
10
Multiple Races or Ethnicities
16
Employment Status
Full-Time
10
Part-Time
52
Self-Employed
3
Unemployed
136
Leadership Experience
Yes
53
No
148
Previous Mindfulness Practice
Yes
64
No
136
Missing
1
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%
50.2%
49.8%
36.8%
7.0%
19.9%
23.3%
5.0%
8.0%
5.0%
25.9%
1.5%
67.6%
26.4%
73.6%
31.8%
67.7%
.5%

Table 4.
Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations of Independent, Mediator, Dependent and Manipulation Check Variables
Variable
M
SD
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

Independent variables
(1) Stress Manipulation
(2) Mindfulness Manipulation
(3) Trait mindfulness

52.75

11.83

-.01
.03

-.08

(.86)

13.93
13.74
10.39

3.84
4.39
3.59

-.01
.32**
-.14*

.14
.00
-.05

-.50**
.24**
-.46**

Manipulation checks/exploratory mediators
(4) State mindfulness
(5) Perceived stress
(6) Self-control capacity

(.76)
-.11
.33**

(.88)
-.41**

(.81)

Dependent variables
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(7) C1 Rec. circumstances
2.78
0.75
-.01
.02
-.01
-.11
.05
-.14*
(.77)
(8) C1 Seeking help
2.25
0.77
-.10
.01
-.02
-.06
.00
.01
.41**
(.72)
(9) C1 Questioning judgment
2.75
0.77
-.05
.11
.00
-.15*
.09
-.10
.65**
.57**
(.78)
(10) C1 Managing emotions
1.29
0.24
-.08
.03
.03
-.02
-.08
.07
.35**
.23**
.43**
(.87)
(11) C1 Anticipating consequences
2.47
0.69
.02
.06
.04
-.14*
.04
-.06
.69**
.50**
.78**
.38**
(12) C1 Analyzing motives
2.49
0.71
-.05
.04
-.05
-.09
.12
-.07
.70**
.54**
.85**
.33**
(13) C1 Considering perspectives
2.60
0.78
-.09
.10
-.01
-.15*
.08
-.04
.58**
.66**
.88**
.31**
(14) C1 Overall ethicality
2.81
0.75
-.06
.11
.01
-.14
.03
-.05
.73**
.58**
.92**
.47**
(15) C2 Rec. circumstances
2.82
0.57
.03
.07
.00
-.06
.04
-.04
.54'**
.22**
.39**
.16*
(16) C2 Seeking help
2.29
0.81
.00
.07
.07
.00
.01
-.01
.09
.21**
.18*
-.01
(17) C2 Questioning judgment
2.63
0.65
.03
.10
.01
-.08
.08
-.07
.36**
.26**
.38**
.16*
(18) C2 Managing emotions
1.15
0.12
.07
.00
-.04
-.01
.02
-.05
.09
.02
.09
.03
(19) C2 Anticipating consequences
2.45
0.62
.04
.10
.04
-.12
.00
-.06
.42**
.30**
.43**
.24**
(20) C2 Analyzing motives
2.58
0.61
.03
.02
-.03
-.03
.13
.00
.43**
.22**
.41**
.15*
(21) C2 Considering perspectives
2.33
0.62
.03
.11
.04
-.08
.00
-.03
.38**
.25**
.41**
.29**
(22) C2 Overall ethicality
2.76
0.65
.02
.09
.03
-.09
.06
-.05
.38**
.24**
.37**
.15*
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level. Scale reliabilities and interrater agreement [r*WG(J) index] reported on the diagonal
where appropriate.

Table 4 (Cont’d).
Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations of Independent, Mediator, Dependent and Manipulation Check Variables
Variable
(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

(20)

(21)

(22)

Independent variables
(1) Stress Manipulation
(2) Mindfulness Manipulation
(3) Trait mindfulness
Manipulation checks/exploratory mediators
(4) State mindfulness
(5) Perceived stress
(6) Self-control capacity
Dependent variables
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(7) C1 Rec. circumstances
(8) C1 Seeking help
(9) C1 Questioning judgment
(10) C1 Managing emotions
(11) C1 Anticipating consequences
(.75)
(12) C1 Analyzing motives
.74**
(.74)
(13) C1 Considering perspectives
.75**
.82**
(.73)
(14) C1 Overall ethicality
.86**
.86**
.88**
(.83)
(15) C2 Rec. circumstances
.45**
.47**
.42**
.44**
(.85)
(16) C2 Seeking help
.19**
.20**
.22**
.19**
.33**
(.72)
(17) C2 Questioning judgment
.40**
.42**
.42**
.40**
.69**
.52**
(.80)
(18) C2 Managing emotions
.06
.07
.09
.09
.29**
.31**
.30**
(.92)
(19) C2 Anticipating consequences
.53**
.47**
.47**
.49**
.68**
.35**
.76**
.19**
(.77)
(20) C2 Analyzing motives
.38**
.47**
.42**
.43**
.71**
.38**
.75**
.29**
.66**
(.75)
(21) C2 Considering perspectives
.44**
.42**
.42**
.46**
.67**
.40**
.78**
.29**
.82**
.68**
(.75)
(22) C2 Overall ethicality
.41**
.41**
.39**
.41**
.74**
.56**
.87**
.32**
.75**
.79**
.82**
(.79)
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level. Scale reliabilities and interrater agreement [r*WG(J) index] reported on the diagonal
where appropriate.

Table 5.
Means and Standard Deviations by Mindfulness Training Condition
Informational
(N = 102)
Dependent Variable
M
SD
Case 1 Recognizing
2.77
.76
circumstances
Case 1 Seeking outside help
2.24
.76
Case 1 Questioning your
2.67
.79
own and others' judgment
Case 1 Managing emotions
1.29
.25
Case 1 Anticipating
2.43
.71
consequences of actions
Case 1 Analyzing personal
2.46
.71
motivation
Case 1 Considering others’
2.52
.77
perspectives
Case 1 Overall ethicality
2.74
.80
Case 2 Recognizing
2.78
.61
circumstances
Case 2 Seeking outside help
2.24
.82
Case 2 Questioning your
2.56
.65
own and others' judgment
Case 2 Managing emotions
1.15
.13
Case 2 Anticipating
2.39
.57
consequences of actions
Case 2 Analyzing personal
2.56
.65
motivation
Case 2 Considering others’
2.27
.60
perspectives
Case 2 Overall ethicality
2.70
.65
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Mindfulness
(N = 99)
M
SD
2.80

.74

2.25

.78

2.83

.74

1.30

.24

2.51

.66

2.51

.70

2.68

.78

2.89

.68

2.86

.53

2.35

.79

2.69

.65

1.15

.11

2.51

.66

2.59

.58

2.40

.65

2.82

.66

Table 6.
Means and Standard Deviations by Stress Condition
Control
(N = 103)
Dependent Variable
M
SD
Case 1 Recognizing
2.79
.78
circumstances
2.32
.75
Case 1 Seeking outside help
Case 1 Questioning your
2.79
.74
own and others' judgment
1.31
.26
Case 1 Managing emotions
Case 1 Anticipating
2.46
.69
consequences of actions
Case 1 Analyzing personal
2.53
.71
motivation
Case 1 Considering others’
2.67
.78
perspectives
2.86
.73
Case 1 Overall ethicality
Case 2 Recognizing
2.81
.63
circumstances
2.29
.75
Case 2 Seeking outside help
Case 2 Questioning your
2.61
.69
own and others' judgment
1.14
.13
Case 2 Managing emotions
Case 2 Anticipating
2.43
.64
consequences of actions
Case 2 Analyzing personal
2.56
.67
motivation
Case 2 Considering others’
2.32
.68
perspectives
2.74
.72
Case 2 Overall ethicality
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Stress
(N = 98)
M
SD
2.78
.73
2.17
2.71

.78
.80

1.27
2.48

.22
.69

2.45

.70

2.53

.77

2.77
2.84

.76
.51

2.30
2.64

.86
.62

1.16
2.47

.12
.59

2.60

.55

2.35

.57

2.78

.59

Table 7.
Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Ethical Decision Making Strategies
Case 1 Recognizing
circumstances
Independent Variables
Step 1: Main effects
Stress
Mindfulness Training
Trait Mindfulness
Step 2: Two-way interactions
Stress*Trait Mindfulness
Mindfulness Training*Trait Mindfulness
Stress*Mindfulness Training
Step 3: Three-way interaction
Stress*Mindfulness Training*Trait
Mindfulness

Case 1 Questioning your
own and others'
judgment
b
SE
β

b

SE

β

b

SE

β

-.01
.02
.00

.11
.11
.00

-.01
.02
-.01

-.15
.01
.00

.11
.11
.00

-.10
.01
-.02

-.07
.16
.00

.11
.11
.00

-.05
.11
.01

.02*
-.01
-.08

.01
.01
.22

.81*
-.22
-.04

.01
.00
-.24

.01
.01
.22

.48
.02
-.14

.02*
.00
-.02

.01
.01
.22

.80*
-.09
-.01

-.01

.02

-.32

.01

.02

.37

-.01

.02

-.37
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Case 2 Recognizing
circumstances
Independent Variables
Step 1: Main effects
Stress
Mindfulness Training
Trait Mindfulness
Step 2: Two-way interactions
Stress*Trait Mindfulness
Mindfulness Training*Trait Mindfulness
Stress*Mindfulness Training
Step 3: Three-way interaction
Stress*Mindfulness Training*Trait
Mindfulness
†p < .10. *p < .05.

Case 1 Seeking outside
help

Case 2 Seeking outside
help

Case 2 Questioning your
own and others'
judgment
b
SE
β

b

SE

β

b

SE

β

.03
.08
.00

.08
.08
.00

.03
.07
.00

.01
.12
.00

.11
.11
.00

.00
.08
.07

.04
.13
.00

.09
.09
.00

.03
.10
.02

.01
.00
-.04

.01
.01
.17

.42
-.20
-.03

.00
-.02
-.08

.01
.01
.23

-.05
-.52
-.04

.00
-.01
-.28

.01
.01
.19

.02
-.31
-.18

.00

.01

.15

.04

.02

1.06

.02

.02

.71

Table 7 (Cont’d).
Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Ethical Decision Making Strategies
Case 1 Managing
emotions
Independent Variables
Step 1: Main effects
Stress
Mindfulness Training
Trait Mindfulness
Step 2: Two-way interactions
Stress*Trait Mindfulness
Mindfulness Training*Trait Mindfulness
Stress*Mindfulness Training
Step 3: Three-way interaction
Stress*Mindfulness Training*Trait
Mindfulness

b

SE

β

-.04
.01
.00

.03
.03
.00

-.08
.03
.03

.02
.09
.00

.10
.10
.00

.01*
.00
-.13†

.00
.00
.07

.79*
-.23
-.23†

.01
-.01
.03

-.01

.01

-.47

-.02
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Case 2 Managing
emotions
Independent Variables
Step 1: Main effects
Stress
Mindfulness Training
Trait Mindfulness
Step 2: Two-way interactions
Stress*Trait Mindfulness
Mindfulness Training*Trait Mindfulness
Stress*Mindfulness Training
Step 3: Three-way interaction
Stress*Mindfulness Training*Trait
Mindfulness
†p < .10. *p < .05.

Case 1 Anticipating
consequences of
actions
b
SE
β

Case 1 Analyzing
personal motivation
b

SE

β

.01
.06
.05

-.07
.05
.00

.10
.10
.00

-.05
.03
-.05

.01
.01
.20

.51
-.22
.02

.02*
.00
.08

.01
.01
.20

.77*
-.11
.05

.02

-.58

-.01

.02

-.19

Case 2 Anticipating
consequences of
actions
b
SE
β

Case 2 Analyzing
personal motivation
b

SE

β

b

SE

β

.02
.00
.00

.02
.02
.00

.07
.00
-.05

.05
.13
.00

.09
.09
.00

.04
.10
.05

.04
.03
.00

.09
.09
.00

.03
.02
-.03

.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.04

-.58
-.05
-.01

.01
.00
-.05

.01
.01
.18

.31
.02
-.04

.00
.00
-.04

.01
.01
.18

.16
-.01
-.03

.00

.00

.77

.00

.02

-.10

-.01

.02

-.18

Table 7 (Cont’d 2).
Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Ethical Decision Making Strategies
Case 1 Considering
others’ perspectives
Independent Variables
b
SE
β
Step 1: Main effects
Stress
-.14
.11
-.09
Mindfulness Training
.16
.11
.10
Trait Mindfulness
.00
.00
.01
Step 2: Two-way interactions
Stress*Trait Mindfulness
Mindfulness Training*Trait Mindfulness
Stress*Mindfulness Training
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Step 3: Three-way interaction
Stress*Mindfulness Training*Trait
Mindfulness

b

SE

β

-.09
.16
.00

.11
.11
.00

-.06
.11
.02

.02†
-.01
.06

.01
.01
.22

.64†
-.21
.03

.02*
.00
-.04

.01
.01
.21

.81*
-.10
-.02

-.01

.02

-.38

-.02

.02

-.69

Case 2 Considering
others’ perspectives
b
SE
β

Independent Variables
Step 1: Main effects
Stress
Mindfulness Training
Trait Mindfulness

.03
.14
.00

.09
.09
.00

Step 2: Two-way interactions
Stress*Trait Mindfulness
Mindfulness Training*Trait Mindfulness
Stress*Mindfulness Training

.01
.00
-.18

.01

Step 3: Three-way interaction
Stress*Mindfulness Training*Trait
Mindfulness
†p < .10. *p < .05.

Case 1 Overall ethicality

Case 2 Overall ethicality
b

SE

β

.03
.11
.05

.03
.12
.00

.09
.09
.00

.03
.09
.03

.01
.01
.18

.38
.14
-.12

.00
-.01
-.08

.01
.01
.19

.14
-.29
-.05

.02

.20

.02

.02

.58

Ethical Decision Making

Control
Stress

Low

High

Trait Mindfulness

Figure 1. Predicted interaction between stress and trait mindfulness
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Ethical Decision Making

Control
Stress

Informational

Mindfulness

Mindfulness Training Condition

Figure 2. Predicted interaction between stress and mindfulness training

85

Figure 3. Model of predictions based on self-regulation theory
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Figure 4. Example problem from the control condition.
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Figure 5. Example problem from the stress condition.
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3.50

Case 1
Recognizing Circumstances

3.25
3.00
2.75

Control
Stress

2.50
2.25
2.00

-1 SD

+1 SD

Trait Mindfulness

Figure 6. The interaction of trait mindfulness and stress on recognizing circumstances in Case 1.
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3.50

Case 1
Questioning Judgment

3.25
3.00
2.75

Control
Stress

2.50
2.25
2.00

-1 SD

+1 SD

Trait Mindfulness

Figure 7. The interaction of trait mindfulness and stress on questioning your own and others’
judgment in Case 1.
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1.60

Case 1
Managing Emotions

1.50
1.40
1.30

Control
Stress

1.20
1.10
1.00

-1 SD

+1 SD

Trait Mindfulness

Figure 8. The interaction of trait mindfulness and stress on managing emotions in Case 1.
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Case 1
Analyzing Personal Motivation

3.00
2.80
2.60
Control

2.40

Stress

2.20
2.00

-1 SD

+1 SD

Trait Mindfulness

Figure 9. The interaction of trait mindfulness and stress on analyzing personal motivation in
Case 1.
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3.50

Case 1
Overall Ethicality

3.25
3.00
Control

2.75

Stress

2.50
2.25

-1 SD

+1 SD

Trait Mindfulness

Figure 10. The interaction of trait mindfulness and stress on overall ethicality in Case 1.
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Case 1
Considering Others’ Perspectives

3.00
2.80
2.60
Control

2.40

Stress

2.20
2.00

-1 SD

+1 SD

Trait Mindfulness

Figure 11. The interaction of trait mindfulness and stress on considering your own and others’
perspectives in Case 1.
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Case 1
Managing Emotions

1.40

1.35

1.30

Control
Stress

1.25

1.20

Informational

Mindfulness

Mindfulness Training

Figure 12. The interaction of mindfulness training and stress on managing emotions in Case 1.
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15.50

State Mindfulness

15.00
14.50
14.00
Yes

13.50

No

13.00
12.50
12.00

Informational

Mindfulness

Mindfulness Training

Figure 13. The interaction of mindfulness training and mindfulness experience on state
mindfulness.
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Appendix A
Instructions for Mindfulness and Informational Recordings
In this task, you will listen to a 15-minute recording. Please complete this task in a quiet
environment that is free from distractions. We recommend that you use headphones while
listening to the recording.
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Appendix B
Stress Condition Instructions:
In this task, we will be measuring your math abilities. It is important that you fully focus and do
your absolute best to answer as many problems as you can quickly and accurately. Your
scores will be used to compare your math abilities to those of others who have completed this
task.

You will be completing 3 groups of mental math problems. These problems should be solved in
your head. Do not use a calculator or pencil and paper.

You will have a 3-minute time limit to solve each group. The problems will be presented one at
a time and you will select an answer between 0 and 9 from the choices below the problem.

Control Condition Instructions:
In this task, we are asking you to answer some math problems to help us assess their difficulty so
we can use them in another study.

You will be completing 3 groups of mental math problems. These problems should be solved in
your head. Please do not use a calculator or pencil and paper.

You will only need to spend 3 minutes on each group of problems. The problems will be
presented one at a time and you will select an answer between 0 and 9 from the choices below
the problem.
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You are not expected to finish all of the problems in each group. In fact, there are more
problems than is possible to complete in the time given for this study.
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Appendix C
Ethical Decision Making Scenario #1
You are a divisional manager for a major restaurant chain and have heard concerning rumors
about one of your unit managers, Paul. Paul is your best manager, by any performance measure.
His store has the highest sales volume and growth, positive customer feedback, excellent cost
control, and consistently does well on inspections. In fact, Paul consistently is rated higher by his
employees than managers in other locations. Because of this, Paul is often mentioned as a
candidate for promotion.
You were concerned, however, about reports that Paul was taking in money from customers
without ringing the sales into the cash register. After looking into the issue, you learned that, at
times, Paul has indeed been taking money without entering the payment into the register.
In the meantime, you also discovered that Paul did not seem to be pocketing the money himself,
but was using it as unrecorded payments to his crew as performance bonuses, overtime
incentives, and off-hours cleaning wages. Though this was clearly in violation of the company’s
procedures, he wasn’t actually taking the money out of the store for personal gain, but was using
it to achieve the high performance which had become his trademark. On the other hand, some of
the funds are not accounted for as business income, and the extra “wages” to Paul's employees
have no payroll taxes taken out.
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Appendix D
Ethical Decision Making Scenario #2
Stubbs is somewhat of a celebrity around the manufacturing plant of a large steel company. Six
years ago, Stubbs had an accident involving a punch press. You, the new Loss Control Specialist,
recently asked your boss, Annette, the Manager of Human Resources, to describe what
happened. Apparently, Stubbs was using a machine that required the use of both hands to hold
down machine buttons. He decided that he could work faster if he pressed one of the buttons
with his knee and used his free hand to move parts in and out of the machine. One day Stubbs
accidentally placed his left hand in the “pinch point” while the machine was activated. Three of
Stubbs’ fingers were permanently severed.
Though he received a workers’ compensation settlement for the loss of those three fingers
shortly after the incident, he has just filed a lawsuit against the company that originally
manufactured the punch press machine. Furthermore, all punch press maintenance and inspection
records preceding the incident are being subpoenaed. However, your company has already
responded that it abides by OSHA (Occupational Safety and Health Administration) regulations
and record keeping, only maintaining records for five years.
In reviewing your company’s records, you have uncovered over ten years of machine use
activity. Your boss, Annette, read through the compiled files and realized that some of the older
records seriously exposed the company to damages. For instance, within those records is a citing
by OSHA for a lack of safeguards (e.g., limit switches, plexiglass shields) on the equipment,
which may have prevented the accident. Annette thinks it is likely that the manufacturer would
countersue your company or use any machine records in its plea of innocent. As a result, Annette
tells you to throw out all the older records. Finally, she tells you to have the piece of equipment
chopped up and scrapped as quickly as possible so the lack of safeguarding devices cannot be
proven.
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Appendix E
Questions for each ethical decision making scenario
1. What are the main concerns that need to be addressed?
2. What steps or strategies could you take to address these concerns?
3. Why did you choose these particular steps or strategies?
4. Write out a brief plan describing the specific sequence of actions that you will take to
address the situation.
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Appendix F
Rating Guide for Case 1 and Case 2
Variable #1: Recognizing circumstances
Definition: When solving an ethical problem, it is important that people think about how their
position in their group, organization, and society relate to the origins of the problem, individuals
involved, and relevant principles, goals & values.
Markers of Usage:
● Defining their job role and responsibilities
● Defining how their personal life fits with their job role
● Demonstrating knowledge of the current organizational, political and social climate
● Demonstrating knowledge of social and organizational expectation with regard to the
given situation
● Knowing what threats and opportunities the situation poses to them and others
● Knowing the causes of the situation
● Knowing how much control they have in the situation
● Demonstrating knowledge of the conflicts between people and goals
● Demonstrating the anticipation of personal and/or organizational outcomes
1
Participant does not
consider
recognizing their
circumstances when
making their
decision

2

3
Participant
somewhat considers
recognizing their
circumstances when
making their
decision
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4

5
Participant
considers
recognizing their
circumstances to a
great extent when
making their
decision

Variable #2: Seeking outside help
Definition: When solving an ethical dilemma, people often do not have sufficient knowledge,
information, or expertise to make a decision.
Markers of Usage:
● Talking to advisor, peers, trusted colleague, representatives from other institutions,
spouse, friend for advice
● Reading guidelines of ethical conduct
● Researching what others have done in similar situations to learn from others'
behaviors
● Requesting outside information
1
Participant does not
consider asking for
help when making
their decision

2

3
Participant
somewhat considers
asking for help when
making their
decision
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4

5
Participant
considers asking for
help to a great
extent when making
their decision

Variable #3: Questioning your own and others’ judgment
Definition: When solving an ethical dilemma, it is important that people consider all of the
problems, or reasoning errors, that are often involved in making ethical decisions, remembering
that decisions are seldom perfect because our judgment is not perfect.
Markers of Usage:
● Realizing there are no perfect solutions
● Taking time to think about it before acting
● Realizing that small ethical digressions can ‘snowball’ into major violations
● Redefining their initial definition of what caused the problem
● Looking at individual, team, institution, or environmental factors
● Determining whether the problem was intentional or unintentional
● Consider the situation from different angles/perspectives
● Considering multiple processes and solutions to achieve an outcome
● Doing a thorough information search
● Considering if their decision is consistent with ethical guidelines or social norms
● Acknowledging the pressure inherent in the situation
1
Participant does not
consider
questioning their
judgment when
making their
decision

2

3
Participant
somewhat considers
questioning their
judgment when
making their
decision
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4

5
Participant
considers
questioning their
judgment to a great
extent when making
their decision

Variable #4: Managing emotions
Definition: When solving an ethical dilemma, it is important that people manage their emotions
when dealing with the complexities of solving a dilemma, that they remain objective, and that
they do not ignore their emotions.
Markers of Usage
● Using gut feelings as a guide to tell when something is wrong
● Remaining objective
● Taking time to calm down before taking action
● Acknowledging that emotions are being experienced
● Identifying the source of emotions
1
Participant does not
consider dealing
with their emotions
when making their
decision

2

3
Participant
somewhat considers
dealing with their
emotions when
making their
decision

4

5
Participant
considers dealing
with their emotions
to a great extent
when making their
decision

Variable #5: Anticipating consequences of actions
Definition: When solving an ethical dilemma, it is important that people consider all of the
potential outcomes that can come from their attempts to solve the dilemma, and that they think
about the consequences of their decision(s) for others, not only in the short term, but the long
term as well.
Markers of Strategy Usage:
● Thinking about the consequences for themselves
● Considering the benefits/consequences of potential outcomes
● Considering long- and short-term consequences that may result
● Considering the potential strengths and weaknesses of the outcomes of their decision and
weighing them
● Considering “best-case” and “worst-case” outcomes
● Considering consequences operating at multiple levels (individual, peers, organizational,
societal, etc.)
1
Participant does not
consider
anticipating
consequences when
making their
decision

2

3
Participant
somewhat considers
anticipating
consequences when
making their
decision
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4

5
Participant
considers
anticipating
consequences a
great extent when
making their
decision

Variable #6: Analyzing personal motivation
Definition: When solving an ethical dilemma, people need to self-reflect on their decisions and
their underlying motivations and desires regarding the situation. This involves considering one's
own biases, effects of one's values and goals & how to explain/justify one's actions to others,
Markers of Strategy Usage:
● That you may not be capable of handling the problem alone
● Considering one's own biases (subjectivity, conflict of interest, self-other bias, and
value-congruent bias)
● Considering effects of one's values and goals (personal motives, values)
● Considering whether one is acting out of self interest
● Considering conflicts of interest between internal mechanisms (e.g., values and
desires) and external pressures
● Acknowledging personal motivations/biases
1
Participant does not
consider looking
within when
making their
decision

2

3
Participant
somewhat considers
looking within when
making their
decision
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4

5
Participant
considers looking
within to a great
extent when making
their decision

Variable #7: Considering others’ perspectives
Definition: When solving an ethical dilemma, people need to “step into other people’s shoes”
and attempt to look at the situation from their perspective. This involves being mindful of others’
perceptions, concerns, and the impact of your actions on others, socially and professionally
Markers of Strategy Usage
● Be mindful of how others will perceive your actions
● Try to think about the effects of your actions on others involved
● Remember your choices can affect your institution and discipline
● Acknowledging the perceptions and concerns of others involved
● Considering the outcomes of a given action on others involved
● Considering others’ motives, goals, and values
● Considering the problem from others’ points of view
● Considering a potential solution from others’ points of view
1
Participant does not
consider others’
perspectives when
making their
decision

2

3
Participant
somewhat considers
others’ perspectives
when making their
decision
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4

5
Participant
considers others’
perspectives to a
great extent when
making their
decision

Ethicality Analysis Ratings
Variable 8: Overall Ethicality
Definition: The extent to which the decision and actions taken represent the following ethical
principles and norms:
1. Regard for Welfare of Others: to what extent does the decision reflect attention and care
for the welfare of others (e.g., intentionally working to benefit others, helping behaviors,
behaving for the benefit of others at personal expense)?
2. Attending to Personal Responsibilities: to what extent does the decision reflect attention
to one’s personal responsibilities (e.g., actively avoiding personal bias, seeking additional
information to clarify situation, being accountable to one’s actions, behaviors and
outcomes)?
3. Adherence to and Awareness of Social Obligations: to what extent does the decision
reflect adherence to social obligations to any social entity (e.g,, consideration and
knowledge of guidelines, awareness and respect for one’s own and others’ formal and
informal cultural norms and values, attention to the duties of a given social role)
1
Very low
overall
ethicality

2

3
Fair overall
ethicality
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4

5
Very high
overall
ethicality

Below are the benchmark examples. After each rating, I have provided a short description of
some of the reasons these ratings were assigned. However, these do not represent the full reason
why each rating was assigned.
Case 1: Benchmark Example #1
What are the main concerns that need to be addressed?
Taking out money without addressing upper management

Recognizing
circumstances

What steps or strategies could you take to address these
concerns?
Ask Paul to hear to tell his side and defend himself

Seeking outside help

Why did you choose these particular steps or strategies?
If it is working, perhaps this issue can be curtailed by giving a
raise to his employee. In order to have this money accounted for
instead of Paul taking it indirectly without any taxable authority

Questioning your
own and others'
judgment

Write out a brief plan describing the specific sequence of
actions that you will take to address the situation.
Speak with Paul. Find out the amount of money he has been
distributing to increase efficiency. Allocate said the amount of
money as Paul has allocated it to increase efficiency. Give Paul
a small raise in order to increase morale and also to add the
pressure of guilt so that he complies and also does not feel a
need to go against my back

Managing emotions

Anticipating
consequences of
actions
Analyzing personal
motivation
Considering others’
perspectives
Overall ethicality
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2.00 (identifies few of the
factors related to the situation,
such as the redistributing of the
money, while missing others)
1.00 (does not reach out to
others for guidance or collect
outside information)
2.00 (mentions speaking with
Paul, but doesn’t consider how
their decision aligns with
norms or ethical guidelines)
1.67 (references some
objectivity by saying they will
speak with Paul, but did not
mention emotions specifically)
3.33 (some mention of the
impact their actions will have,
but not others such as
implications of giving raise)
1.33 (little indication of
understanding what is driving
own actions)
3.00 (some recognition of how
actions will be perceived by
others, but falls short)
2.67 (some regard for others
and own responsibility to act,
but doesn’t show recognition of
guidelines and norms violated
by the behavior which must be
addressed by the response)

Case 1: Benchmark Example #2
What are the main concerns that need to be addressed?
That Paul is taking the money without letting anyone know

Recognizing
circumstances

What steps or strategies could you take to address these
concerns?
Even it is for a good cause, it is still violation. I think I would
have chat with Paul one on one, and do the same thing he is
doing but this time everyone would know about it. It will become
a company benefit.
Why did you choose these particular steps or strategies?
Because he wasn't using the money for personal gain, he was
trying to help others. Even though it is a violation, I would still
be considerate enough to understand where he is coming from.
Write out a brief plan describing the specific sequence of
actions that you will take to address the situation.
I would have a chat with Paul one on one, and explain to him
that this is a violation. Then with his help and the company I
would plan to add those funds in benefit of other employees, but
this time everyone would know about the process.

Seeking outside help

Questioning your
own and others'
judgment
Managing emotions
Anticipating
consequences of
actions
Analyzing personal
motivation
Considering others’
perspectives

Overall ethicality
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3.00 (identified several of the
factors of the scenario, such as
their role to act and the nature
of the violation, but missed
other aspects)
3.33 (suggests some action,
such as speaking with Paul and
others in the company to
determine solution)
4.00 (shows understanding of
intent of Paul’s actions, refers
to need for actions to be
consistent with organizational
guidelines)
2.00 (shows intent to be
objective, but did not mention
emotions specifically)
3.00 (some detail of the effect
actions will have on
organization, but fails to
mention others)
2.33 (Limited mention of own
reasoning for actions chosen
and what is driving them)
3.00 (Indicates some
understanding that actions will
affect others, but not much
consideration of how they will
be perceived)
3.67 (considers some of the
impact of actions for others,
acknowledged responsibility to
act, mention of consideration
for organizational guidelines)

Case 1: Benchmark Example #3
What are the main concerns that need to be addressed?
Paul's behavior and the consequences of his actions

Recognizing
circumstances

What steps or strategies could you take to address these
concerns?
First chat with Paul to let him know that he should stop what he
is doing because of the consequences behind his actions. Let him
know that what he's doing should not be continued and that he
will not be punished this time but will be faced with
consequences if his actions are continued. Next examine the
company current guidelines and discus with HR or management
team about what works and what needs improvement. Then hold
a company meeting or training session to inform the rest of the
employees about these regulations, the safety behind such
regulations (explaining the consequences) and discuss how they
should handle such an experience if it ever arises in the future
again.
Why did you choose these particular steps or strategies?
I choose these steps because I believe what Paul did was not
completely right or wrong. He didn't pocket the money for his
personal benefits but his actions did result in consequences such
as a lack of payroll taxes and inaccurate financial reports.
Perhaps he just didn't understand the company regulations clearly
so instead of punishing him for his actions, he should be taught
what his actions meant for the company, and how he should
behave in the future. Afterwards, if his behavior stays
unchanged, he will be facing the consequences of breaking the
rules explained to him. In addition to this, if he has done this, to
prevent other similar issues within the company, the company
regulations should be examined and other employees should be
educated on this topic as well. Training sessions or meetings
would not only narrow down this particular specific case but can
prevent other cases from arising in the future. It will be a benefit
for the company culture in general.
Write out a brief plan describing the specific sequence of
actions that you will take to address the situation.
Write an email to Paul and meet up with him in person so that he
has a chance to explain the situation himself. Explain to him
what he did has consequences and although he will not be
punished this time, if his behavior keeps up, it will not be
tolerated next time and there would be specific consequences.
Reach out to HR or the management team to discuss about such a
case, the company regulations themselves and what's clear or
needs to be improved. Also discuss plans with team on ways to
track such issues within the company, new monitoring processes
and changes to the company's performance measures. Set up
goals and ways to keep tabs on progress towards goal for
management team or HR. Set up a time and date for training for
the employees in the company to notify them of the improved
rules, what they should do in given scenarios, and the future
consequences if such actions take place.
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Seeking outside help

Questioning your
own and others'
judgment
Managing emotions
Anticipating
consequences of
actions
Analyzing personal
motivation
Considering others’
perspectives
Overall ethicality

4.00 (identifies most of the
factors related to the situation,
such as the violation company
regulations and the legal
consequences)
5.00 (mentions several different
resources for gaining more
information about the correct
actions to take)
5.00 (thinks before acting,
considers guidelines and
norms, considers intent and
lack of clarity that may have
led to this situation)
2.00 (shows need to be
objective, but did not mention
emotions specifically)
4.33 (gives details about how
their response will impact the
company and others’ behavior
in the future)
3.67 (gives some mention of
the goals of and justifications
for their intended actions)
4.33 (recognizes how the
actions taken will affect other
employees and the messages
that needs to be sent to them)
5.00 (shows acknowledgment
of personal responsibility, need
to promote guidelines and
norms, and consideration for
others)

Case 2: Benchmark Example #1
Recognizing
circumstances

What are the main concerns that need to be addressed?
Annete is being dishonest and not acting morarlly.
What steps or strategies could you take to address these
concerns?
Make sure the records aren't thrown out.

Seeking outside help

Why did you choose these particular steps or strategies?
It was the right thing to do.

Questioning your
own and others'
judgment

Write out a brief plan describing the specific sequence of
actions that you will take to address the situation.
Make sure the records are kept.

Managing emotions
Anticipating
consequences of
actions
Analyzing personal
motivation
Considering others’
perspectives
Overall ethicality
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1.67 (Only recognizes one
factor: that Anne wants records
thrown out and that is
dishonest)
1.00 (does not reach out to
others for guidance or collect
outside information)
1.33 (A little indication of
questioning whether Annette’s
judgment is moral, but
otherwise does not consider
what impacts self or others’
judgments)
1.00 (No mention of objectivity
or emotions)
1.00 (Does not discuss any
consequences that could result
from actions)
1.67 (Little mention of what is
driving own decision other than
“right thing”)
1.00 (doesn’t recognize how
actions will be perceived by
others or effect on them)
2.33 (some indication of
understanding responsibility to
act and that there are some
rules/norms but falls short. No
mention of regard for others)

Case 2: Benchmark Example #2
What are the main concerns that need to be addressed?
That Annette is attempting to hide evidence of negligence due to
them not address the OSHA citing in order to stop our company
from being countersued and is trying to use me to help her.
What steps or strategies could you take to address these
concerns?
I would try to help Annette understand that the truth has to be
told, especially because it is the result of a major injury and
negligence. We are only putting ourselves at fault for something
we did not directly do.
Why did you choose these particular steps or strategies?
I chose these steps because I believe in honesty and telling the
truth.
Write out a brief plan describing the specific sequence of
actions that you will take to address the situation.
I will try to keep Annette from taking any more files and talk to
her firmly about what we are actually going to do and if there's
disagreement towards being honest, Annette can face the full
extent of the law.

Recognizing
circumstances

Seeking outside help

Questioning your
own and others'
judgment
Managing emotions
Anticipating
consequences of
actions

Analyzing personal
motivation
Considering others’
perspectives

Overall ethicality
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3.67 (identified several of the
factors of the scenario, such as
Annette wanting to destroy
evidence and the fear of the
company’s liability, but did not
mention Stubbs)
2.00 (only references talking to
Annette and then law
enforcement after making
decision)
2.67 (shows some willingness
to understand Annette’s
perspective, but does not gather
further information to inform
own judgment)
1.33 (no mention of objectivity
or emotions specifically)
2.67 (shows understanding of
how going along with actions
Annette proposes will cause
consequences, but does not
explore consequences of own
plan)
3.33 (shows some indication
what is driving actions, such as
valuing honesty and truth)
2.33 (some recognition that
others, especially the
organization will be affected by
certain actions, but does not
explore potential impact of own
course of action on the others
in the organization or Annette)
3.33 (shows some recognition
of responsibility to act and
need to adhere to certain values
or guidelines, does not mention
how decision is driven by
regard for others and their
welfare)

Case 2: Benchmark Example #3
What are the main concerns that need to be addressed?
The main concern that needs to be addressed is the safety of the
machines as well as the ethics of throwing away the files as
evidence
What steps or strategies could you take to address these
concerns?
My game plan for this issue would be to think through all the
possible outcomes and which steps need to be taken in order to
get to the best outcome for the company
Why did you choose these particular steps or strategies?
I chose this strategy because it is the best interest of the company
that I "work for"
Write out a brief plan describing the specific sequence of
actions that you will take to address the situation.
1. Sit down with Annette and discuss the repercussions of all
actions that we can take
2. Ask a trust worthy person with more knowledge in the legal
systems for advice.
3. Go back to Annette and talk through the best way to handle the
situation

Recognizing
circumstances
Seeking outside help
Questioning your
own and others'
judgment

Managing emotions
Anticipating
consequences of
actions
Analyzing personal
motivation
Considering others’
perspectives
Overall ethicality
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4.33 (identifies many of the
factors of situation, such as
safety of the machines, ethical
issues and legal consequences)
4.00 (shows acknowledgment
and strong use of external
resource)
4.00 (recognizes need to think,
gather information through
multiple sources and consider
multiple processes before
acting to guide own and other’s
judgments on how to act)
1.33 (indicates understanding
of need for objectivity, but no
specific emotions referenced)
3.33 (shows some
understanding that actions will
have consequences, mentions
need to think through different
course of actions)
3.00 (gives some indication of
what is motivating response,
such as what is best for the
company)
2.67 (shows some indication
that understands actions will
affect others, but no specific
mention)
3.67 (recognizes responsibility
to act and adherence to
guidelines, shows concern for
the organization though does
not mention the employees or
safety concern specifically

Appendix G
Table G1.
Mediation Analyses of the Relationship between Trait Mindfulness and
Ethical Decision Making via State Self-Control Capacity.
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower
Upper
Case 1 Recognizing circumstances
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
Case 1 Seeking outside help
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
Case 1 Questioning judgment
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
Case 1 Managing emotions
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
Case 1 Anticipating consequences
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
Case 1 Analyzing personal
motivation
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
Case 1 Considering others’
perspectives
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
Case 1 Overall ethicality
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
Case 2 Recognizing circumstances
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
Case 2 Seeking outside help
Total Effect
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect

.00
-.01
.01

.00
.01
.00

-.01
-.02
.00

.01
.00
.01

.00
.00
.00

.00
.01
.00

-.01
-.01
-.01

.01
.01
.00

.00
.00
.00

.00
.01
.00

-.01
-.01
.00

.01
.01
.01

.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00

.00
.01
.00

.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00

-.01
-.01
.00

.01
.01
.01

.00
-.01
.00

.00
.00
.00

-.01
-.02
.00

.01
.00
.01

.00
.00
.00

.00
.01
.00

-.01
-.01
.00

.01
.01
.01

.00
.00
.00

.00
.01
.00

-.01
-.01
.00

.01
.01
.01

.00
.00
.00

.00
.00
.00

-.01
-.01
.00

.01
.01
.01

.01
.01
.00

.00
.01
.00

.00
.00
-.01

.01
.02
.00

116

Table G1 (Cont'd).
Mediation Analyses of the Relationship between Trait Mindfulness and Ethical
Decision Making via State Self-Control Capacity.
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower
Upper
Case 2 Questioning judgment
Total Effect
.00
.00
-.01
.01
Direct Effect
.00
.00
-.01
.01
Indirect Effect
.00
.00
.00
.01
Case 2 Managing emotions
Total Effect
.00
.00
.00
.00
Direct Effect
.00
.00
.00
.00
Indirect Effect
.00
.00
.00
.00
Case 2 Anticipating consequences
Total Effect
.00
.00
-.01
.01
Direct Effect
.00
.00
-.01
.01
Indirect Effect
.00
.00
.00
.01
Case 2 Analyzing personal
motivation
Total Effect
.00
.00
-.01
.01
Direct Effect
.00
.00
-.01
.01
Indirect Effect
.00
.00
.00
.00
Case 2 Considering others’
perspectives
Total Effect
.00
.00
-.01
.01
Direct Effect
.00
.00
-.01
.01
Indirect Effect
.00
.00
.00
.00
Case 2 Overall ethicality
Total Effect
.00
.00
-.01
.01
Direct Effect
.00
.00
-.01
.01
Indirect Effect
.00
.00
.00
.00
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Table G2.
Mediation Analyses of the Relationship between Stress and Ethical Decision
Making via State Self-Control Capacity.
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower
Upper
Case 1 Recognizing circumstances
Total Effect
.00
.11
-.21
.21
Direct Effect
-.03
.11
-.24
.18
Indirect Effect
.03
.02
.00
.07
Case 1 Seeking outside help
Total Effect
-.14
.11
-.35
.08
Direct Effect
-.14
.11
-.35
.08
Indirect Effect
.00
.02
-.03
.03
Case 1 Questioning judgment
Total Effect
-.07
.11
-.28
.15
Direct Effect
-.09
.11
-.31
.13
Indirect Effect
.02
.02
-.01
.07
Case 1 Managing emotions
Total Effect
-.04
.03
-.10
.03
Direct Effect
-.03
.03
-.10
.03
Indirect Effect
.00
.01
-.02
.00
Case 1 Anticipating consequences
Total Effect
.03
.10
-.16
.22
Direct Effect
.02
.10
-.18
.21
Indirect Effect
.01
.02
-.02
.05
Case 1 Analyzing personal
motivation
Total Effect
-.07
.10
-.27
.13
Direct Effect
-.09
.10
-.29
.11
Indirect Effect
.02
.02
-.01
.05
Case 1 Considering others’
perspectives
Total Effect
-.13
.11
-.35
.08
Direct Effect
-.15
.11
-.36
.07
Indirect Effect
.01
.02
-.02
.05
Case 1 Overall ethicality
Total Effect
-.09
.11
-.29
.12
Direct Effect
-.10
.11
-.31
.11
Indirect Effect
.01
.02
-.02
.05
Case 2 Recognizing circumstances
Total Effect
.03
.08
-.13
.19
Direct Effect
.02
.08
-.14
.19
Indirect Effect
.01
.01
-.02
.04
Case 2 Seeking outside help
Total Effect
.02
.11
-.21
.24
Direct Effect
.02
.12
-.21
.24
Indirect Effect
.00
.02
-.04
.04
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Table G2 (Cont'd).
Mediation Analyses of the Relationship between Stress and Ethical Decision
Making via State Self-Control Capacity.
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower
Upper
Case 2 Questioning judgment
Total Effect
.04
.09
-.14
.22
Direct Effect
.03
.09
-.16
.21
Indirect Effect
.01
.02
-.02
.05
Case 2 Managing emotions
Total Effect
.02
.02
-.02
.05
Direct Effect
.02
.02
-.02
.05
Indirect Effect
.00
.00
.00
.01
Case 2 Anticipating
consequences
Total Effect
.04
.09
-.13
.22
Direct Effect
.03
.09
-.14
.21
Indirect Effect
.01
.02
-.02
.04
Case 2 Analyzing personal
motivation
Total Effect
.04
.09
-.128
.217
Direct Effect
.04
.09
-.129
.219
Indirect Effect
.00
.01
-.03
.03
Case 2 Considering others’
perspectives
Total Effect
.03
.09
-.15
.20
Direct Effect
.02
.09
-.15
.20
Indirect Effect
.01
.01
-.03
.03
Case 2 Overall ethicality
Total Effect
.03
.09
-.15
.22
Direct Effect
.03
.09
-.16
.21
Indirect Effect
.01
.02
-.02
.04
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Table G3.
Mediation Analyses of the Relationship between Mindfulness Training and Ethical Decision Making via State Mindfulness
and State Self-Control Capacity.
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower
Upper
Case 1 Recognizing circumstances
Total Effect
.02
.11
-.19
.23
Direct Effect
.02
.11
-.19
.23
Indirect Effect
Total
-.01
.03
-.06
.05
State Mindfulness
-.02
.02
-.06
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.02
.02
-.01
.06
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
-.01
.01
-.03
.00
Case 1 Seeking outside help
Total Effect
.01
.11
-.21
.22
Direct Effect
.03
.11
-.19
.24
Indirect Effect
Total
-.02
.02
-.07
.02
State Mindfulness
-.02
.02
-.07
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
-.01
.01
-.04
.02
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.01
.02
Case 1 Questioning your own and others' judgment
Total Effect
.16
.11
-.06
.37
Direct Effect
.19
.11
-.03
.40
Indirect Effect
Total
-.03
.03
-.10
.03
State Mindfulness
-.03
.03
-.10
.00
State Self-Control Capacity
.01
.01
-.02
.04
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.01
Case 1 Managing emotions
Total Effect
.01
.03
-.06
.08
Direct Effect
.02
.03
-.05
.08
Indirect Effect
Total
-.01
.01
-.02
.01
State Mindfulness
.00
.01
-.02
.00
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.00
-.02
.00
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.00
.00
.01
Case 1 Anticipating consequences of actions
Total Effect
.07
.10
-.12
.27
Direct Effect
.10
.10
-.09
.29
Indirect Effect
Total
-.03
.03
-.09
.02
State Mindfulness
-.03
.02
-.08
.00
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.03
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.01
.01
Case 1 Analyzing personal motivation
Total Effect
.05
.10
-.15
.25
Direct Effect
.06
.10
-.14
.26
Indirect Effect
Total
-.01
.02
-.07
.03
State Mindfulness
-.02
.02
-.06
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.01
.01
-.02
.04
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.01
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Table G3 (Cont'd).
Mediation Analyses of the Relationship between Mindfulness Training and Ethical Decision Making via State
Mindfulness and State Self-Control Capacity.
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower
Upper
Case 1 Considering others’ perspectives
Total Effect
.15
.11
-.06
.37
Direct Effect
.19
.11
-.03
.41
Indirect Effect
Total
-.04
.03
-.11
.01
State Mindfulness
-.04
.03
-.10
.00
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.03
.03
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.01
.02
Case 1 Overall ethicality
Total Effect
.15
.10
-.06
.35
Direct Effect
.18
.11
-.03
.39
Indirect Effect
Total
-.03
.03
-.09
.01
State Mindfulness
-.03
.02
-.09
.00
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.03
.03
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.01
.01
Case 2 Recognizing circumstances
Total Effect
.08
.08
-.08
.24
Direct Effect
.09
.08
-.07
.25
Indirect Effect
Total
-.01
.02
-.05
.03
State Mindfulness
-.01
.01
-.05
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.03
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.01
.01
Case 2 Seeking outside help
Total Effect
.10
.11
-.12
.33
Direct Effect
.11
.12
-.12
.33
Indirect Effect
Total
.00
.02
-.05
.04
State Mindfulness
.00
.02
-.04
.03
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.02
-.03
.04
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.01
Case 2 Questioning your own and others' judgment
Total Effect
.12
.09
-.06
.31
Direct Effect
.14
.09
-.05
.32
Indirect Effect
Total
-.01
.02
-.06
.04
State Mindfulness
-.01
.02
-.06
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.01
.01
-.02
.04
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.01
Case 2 Managing emotions
Total Effect
.00
.02
-.04
.03
Direct Effect
.00
.02
-.04
.03
Indirect Effect
Total
.00
.00
-.01
.01
State Mindfulness
.00
.00
-.01
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.00
.00
.01
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.00
.00
.00

121

Table G3 (Cont'd 2).
Mediation Analyses of the Relationship between Mindfulness Training and Ethical Decision Making via State Mindfulness
and State Self-Control Capacity.
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower
Upper
Case 2 Anticipating consequences of actions
Total Effect
.13
.09
-.05
.30
Direct Effect
.15
.09
-.03
.32
Indirect Effect
Total
-.02
.02
-.07
.02
State Mindfulness
-.02
.02
-.06
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.03
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.01
.01
Case 2 Analyzing personal motivation
Total Effect
.02
.09
-.15
.20
Direct Effect
.03
.09
-.14
.21
Indirect Effect
Total
-.01
.02
-.05
.03
State Mindfulness
-.01
.02
-.04
.02
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.03
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.01
.01
Case 2 Considering others’ perspectives
Total Effect
.14
.09
-.04
.31
Direct Effect
.15
.09
-.03
.33
Indirect Effect
Total
-.02
.02
-.06
.02
State Mindfulness
-.02
.02
-.05
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.02
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.01
.01
Case 2 Overall ethicality
Total Effect
.11
.09
-.07
.30
Direct Effect
.13
.09
-.06
.31
Indirect Effect
Total
-.02
.02
-.06
.03
State Mindfulness
-.02
.02
-.06
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.03
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.01
.01
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Appendix H
Table H1.
Mediation Analyses of the Relationship between Trait Mindfulness and Ethical Decision
Making via Perceived Stress
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower
Upper
Case 1 Recognizing circumstances
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Direct Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Case 1 Seeking outside help
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Direct Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Case 1 Questioning judgment
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Direct Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Case 1 Managing emotions
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Direct Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Case 1 Anticipating consequences
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Direct Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Case 1 Analyzing personal motivation
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Direct Effect
-0.01
0.00
-0.01
0.00
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Case 1 Considering others’ perspectives
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Direct Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Case 1 Overall ethicality
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Direct Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Case 2 Recognizing circumstances
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Direct Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Case 2 Seeking outside help
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Direct Effect
0.00
0.01
-0.01
0.01
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
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Table H1 (Cont'd).
Mediation Analyses of the Relationship between Trait Mindfulness and Ethical Decision
Making via Perceived Stress
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower
Upper
Case 2 Questioning judgment
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Direct Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Case 2 Managing emotions
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Direct Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Case 2 Anticipating consequences
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Direct Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Case 2 Analyzing personal motivation
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Direct Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.00
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Case 2 Considering others’ perspectives
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Direct Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
Case 2 Overall ethicality
Total Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Direct Effect
0.00
0.00
-0.01
0.01
Indirect Effect
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
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Table H2.
Mediation Analyses of the Relationship between Stress and Ethical Decision Making via
Perceived Stress
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower
Upper
Case 1 Recognizing circumstances
Total Effect
-.01
.11
-.22
.20
Direct Effect
-.04
.11
-.26
.18
Indirect Effect
.03
.04
-.04
.11
Case 1 Seeking outside help
Total Effect
-.15
.11
-.36
.07
Direct Effect
-.16
.11
-.39
.06
Indirect Effect
.01
.04
-.06
.09
Case 1 Questioning your own and others'
judgment
Total Effect
-.07
.11
-.29
.14
Direct Effect
-.13
.11
-.36
.10
Indirect Effect
.06
.04
-.02
.14
Case 1 Managing emotions
Total Effect
-.04
.03
-.11
.03
Direct Effect
-.03
.04
-.10
.04
Indirect Effect
-.01
.01
-.04
.01
Case 1 Anticipating consequences of actions
Total Effect
.02
.10
-.17
.21
Direct Effect
.00
.10
-.20
.20
Indirect Effect
.02
.03
-.05
.09
Case 1 Analyzing personal motivation
Total Effect
-.08
.10
-.27
.12
Direct Effect
-.15
.10
-.35
.06
Indirect Effect
.07
.04
.00
.15
Case 1 Considering others’ perspectives
Total Effect
-.14
.11
-.35
.08
Direct Effect
-.20
.12
-.42
.03
Indirect Effect
.06
.04
-.01
.13
Case 1 Overall ethicality
Total Effect
-.10
.11
-.30
.11
Direct Effect
-.13
.11
-.34
.09
Indirect Effect
.03
.04
-.04
.10
Case 2 Recognizing circumstances
Total Effect
.03
.08
-.13
.19
Direct Effect
.02
.09
-.15
.18
Indirect Effect
.01
.03
-.04
.07
Case 2 Seeking outside help
Total Effect
.01
.11
-.22
.23
Direct Effect
.00
.12
-.24
.24
Indirect Effect
.01
.04
-.07
.09
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Table H2 (Cont’d).
Mediation Analyses of the Relationship between Stress and Ethical Decision Making via
Perceived Stress
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower
Upper
Case 2 Questioning judgment
Total Effect
.04
.09
-.15
.22
Direct Effect
.00
.10
-.19
.19
Indirect Effect
.04
.03
-.03
.10
Case 2 Managing emotions
Total Effect
.02
.02
-.02
.05
Direct Effect
.02
.02
-.02
.05
Indirect Effect
.00
.01
-.01
.01
Case 2 Anticipating consequences
Total Effect
.05
.09
-.13
.22
Direct Effect
.05
.09
-.13
.24
Indirect Effect
-.01
.03
-.07
.05
Case 2 Analyzing personal motivation
Total Effect
.04
.09
-.13
.21
Direct Effect
-.01
.09
-.19
.17
Indirect Effect
.05
.03
.00
.12
Case 2 Considering others’ perspectives
Total Effect
.03
.09
-.14
.21
Direct Effect
.04
.09
-.15
.22
Indirect Effect
-.01
.03
-.07
.05
Case 2 Overall ethicality
Total Effect
.03
.09
-.15
.21
Direct Effect
.01
.10
-.18
.20
Indirect Effect
.02
.03
-.04
.09

126

Table H3.
Mediation Analyses of the Relationship between Mindfulness Training and Ethical Decision Making via State
Mindfulness and Perceived Stress.
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower
Upper
Case 1 Recognizing circumstances
Total Effect
.02
.11
-.19
.23
Direct Effect
.05
.11
-.16
.26
Indirect Effect
Total
-.02
.02
-.07
.01
State Mindfulness
-.02
.02
-.07
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.02
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
-.01
.00
Capacity
Case 1 Seeking outside help
Total Effect
.02
.11
-.20
.23
Direct Effect
.03
.11
-.19
.25
Indirect Effect
Total
-.01
.02
-.06
.02
State Mindfulness
-.01
.02
-.06
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.02
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
.00
.01
Capacity
Case 1 Questioning your own and others' judgment
Total Effect
.16
.11
-.05
.38
Direct Effect
.20
.11
-.01
.41
Indirect Effect
Total
-.03
.03
-.10
.01
State Mindfulness
-.03
.03
-.10
.00
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.03
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
-.01
.00
Capacity
Case 1 Managing emotions
Total Effect
.01
.03
-.06
.08
Direct Effect
.01
.03
-.05
.08
Indirect Effect
Total
.00
.01
-.02
.01
State Mindfulness
.00
.01
-.01
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.00
-.01
.01
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
.00
.00
Capacity
Case 1 Anticipating consequences of actions
Total Effect
.08
.10
-.11
.27
Direct Effect
.11
.10
-.08
.30
Indirect Effect
Total
-.03
.02
-.08
.01
State Mindfulness
-.03
.02
-.08
.00
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.02
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
-.01
.00
Capacity
Case 1 Analyzing personal motivation
Total Effect
.05
.10
-.14
.25
Direct Effect
.07
.10
-.13
.27
Indirect Effect
Total
-.02
.02
-.07
.02
State Mindfulness
-.02
.02
-.06
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.03
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
-.01
.00
Capacity
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Table H3 (Cont'd).
Mediation Analyses of the Relationship between Mindfulness Training and Ethical Decision Making via State
Mindfulness and Perceived Stress.
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower
Upper
Case 1 Considering others’ perspectives
.16
.11
-.06
.37
Total Effect
.19
.11
-.02
.41
Direct Effect
Indirect Effect
Total
-.03
.03
-.09
.01
State Mindfulness
-.03
.02
-.09
.00
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.02
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
-.01
.00
Capacity
Case 1 Overall ethicality
Total Effect
.16
.10
-.05
.36
Direct Effect
.19
.11
-.02
.39
Indirect Effect
Total
-.03
.02
-.09
.01
State Mindfulness
-.03
.02
-.08
.00
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.01
.02
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
-.01
.00
Capacity
Case 2 Recognizing circumstances
Total Effect
.08
.08
-.08
.24
Direct Effect
.09
.08
-.07
.25
Indirect Effect
Total
-.01
.02
-.05
.02
State Mindfulness
-.01
.01
-.04
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.01
.02
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
-.01
.00
Capacity
Case 2 Seeking outside help
Total Effect
.11
.11
-.11
.34
Direct Effect
.12
.12
-.11
.34
Indirect Effect
Total
.00
.02
-.04
.04
State Mindfulness
.00
.02
-.04
.03
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.02
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
-.01
.00
Capacity
Case 2 Questioning your own and others' judgment
Total Effect
.13
.09
-.05
.31
Direct Effect
.14
.09
-.04
.33
Indirect Effect
Total
-.02
.02
-.06
.02
State Mindfulness
-.02
.02
-.05
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.02
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
-.01
.00
Capacity
Case 2 Managing emotions
Total Effect
.00
.02
-.03
.03
Direct Effect
.00
.02
-.03
.03
Indirect Effect
Total
.00
.00
-.01
.01
State Mindfulness
.00
.00
-.01
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.00
.00
.00
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
.00
.00
Capacity
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Table H3 (Cont'd 2).
Mediation Analyses of the Relationship between Mindfulness Training and Ethical Decision Making via State
Mindfulness and Perceived Stress.
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower
Upper
Case 2 Anticipating consequences of actions
Total Effect
.12
.09
-.05
.29
Direct Effect
.14
.09
-.03
.32
Indirect Effect
Total
-.02
.02
-.07
.01
State Mindfulness
-.02
.02
-.06
.00
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.01
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
.00
.00
Capacity
Case 2 Analyzing personal motivation
Total Effect
.03
.09
-.14
.20
Direct Effect
.03
.09
-.14
.20
Indirect Effect
Total
.00
.02
-.04
.04
State Mindfulness
.00
.01
-.04
.02
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.03
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
-.01
.00
Capacity
Case 2 Considering others’ perspectives
Total Effect
.13
.09
-.04
.31
Direct Effect
.15
.09
-.03
.32
Indirect Effect
Total
-.02
.02
-.06
.01
State Mindfulness
-.02
.02
-.06
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.01
.01
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
.00
.00
Capacity
Case 2 Overall ethicality
Total Effect
.12
.09
-.07
.30
Direct Effect
.13
.09
-.05
.32
Indirect Effect
Total
-.02
.02
-.06
.01
State Mindfulness
-.02
.02
-.06
.01
State Self-Control Capacity
.00
.01
-.02
.02
State Mindfulness → State Self-Control
.00
.00
-.01
.00
Capacity
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Appendix I
Table I.
The Effect of the Interaction between Mindfulness Training and Mindfulness
Experience on State Mindfulness
Type III
Partial
Sum of
Mean
Eta
Predictor
Squares
df
Square
F
Sig.
Squared
Mindfulness
22.17
1
22.17
1.54
.216
.01
Training
Mindfulness
34.47
1
34.47
2.40
.123
.01
Experience
Mindfulness
Training *
40.15
1
40.15
2.79†
.096
.01
Mindfulness
Experience
Error
2819.024
196
14.383
Total
41704.000
200
†
p < .10. *p < .05.
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Appendix J
Table J1.
The Effect of the Interaction of Mindfulness Training and Mindfulness Experience on Ethical Decision Making
via State Mindfulness
95% Confidence Intervals
Index of
Dependent Variable
Moderated Mediation
SE
Lower
Upper
Case 1 Recognizing circumstances
.04
.04
-.02
.15
Case 1 Seeking outside help
.02
.03
-.03
.11
Case 1 Questioning judgment
.07
.05
-.01
.18
Case 1 Managing emotions
.00
.01
-.02
.02
Case 1 Anticipating consequences
.05
.04
-.01
.16
Case 1 Analyzing personal motivation
.03
.04
-.02
.13
Case 1 Considering others’ perspectives
.07
.05
-.01
.19
Case 1 Overall ethicality
.06
.05
-.01
.16
Case 2 Recognizing circumstances
.02
.03
-.03
.09
Case 2 Seeking outside help
.01
.03
-.05
.08
Case 2 Questioning judgment
.03
.04
-.01
.12
Case 2 Managing emotions
.00
.01
-.01
.01
Case 2 Anticipating consequences
.04
.04
-.01
.14
Case 2 Analyzing personal motivation
.01
.03
-.03
.09
Case 2 Considering others’ perspectives
.03
.03
-.02
.11
Case 2 Overall ethicality
.03
.04
-.01
.12
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Table J2.
The Effect of the Interaction between Mindfulness Experience and Trait Mindfulness on
Ethical Decision Making
95%
Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower Upper
Case 1 Recognizing circumstances
Trait Mindfulness
.03
.02
-.01
.06
Mindfulness Experience
.92
.52
-.10
1.94
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
-.02
.01
-.03
.00
Case 1 Seeking outside help
Trait Mindfulness
.02
.02
-.02
.05
Mindfulness Experience
.59
.53
-.46
1.63
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
-.01
.01
-.03
.01
Case 1 Questioning judgment
Trait Mindfulness
.03
.02
.00
.06
Mindfulness Experience
1.03
.53
-.01
2.07
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
-.02
.01
-.04
.00
Case 1 Managing emotions
Trait Mindfulness
.00
.01
-.01
.01
Mindfulness Experience
.09
.17
-.25
.42
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
.00
.00
-.01
.00
Case 1 Anticipating consequences
Trait Mindfulness
.01
.02
-.02
.04
Mindfulness Experience
.46
.48
-.48
1.40
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
-.01
.01
-.02
.01
Case 1 Analyzing personal motivation
Trait Mindfulness
.02
.02
-.01
.06
Mindfulness Experience
.94
.48
-.01
1.90
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
-.02
.01
-.03
.00
Case 1 Considering others’ perspectives
Trait Mindfulness
.02
.02
-.01
.06
Mindfulness Experience
.72
.53
-.34
1.77
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
-.01
.01
-.03
.01
Case 1 Overall ethicality
Trait Mindfulness
.02
.02
-.01
.06
Mindfulness Experience
.90
.51
-.11
1.91
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
-.01
.01
-.03
.00
Case 2 Recognizing circumstances
Trait Mindfulness
.02
.01
-.01
.04
Mindfulness Experience
.57
.39
-.20
1.35
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
-.01
.01
-.02
.00
Case 2 Seeking outside help
Trait Mindfulness
.02
.02
-.02
.05
Mindfulness Experience
.38
.55
-.71
1.47
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
-.01
.01
-.03
.01
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Table J2 (Cont’d).
The Effect of the Interaction between Mindfulness Experience and Trait Mindfulness on
Ethical Decision Making
95%
Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower Upper
Case 2 Questioning judgment
Trait Mindfulness
.02
.01
.00
.05
Mindfulness Experience
.58
.45
-.30
1.46
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
-.01
.01
-.03
.00
Case 2 Managing emotions
Trait Mindfulness
.00
.00
.00
.01
Mindfulness Experience
.03
.08
-.13
.20
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
.00
.00
.00
.00
Case 2 Anticipating consequences
Trait Mindfulness
.02
.01
.00
.05
Mindfulness Experience
.61
.42
-.22
1.44
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
-.01
.01
-.03
.00
Case 2 Analyzing personal motivation
Trait Mindfulness
.01
.01
-.01
.04
Mindfulness Experience
.31
.42
-.52
1.14
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
-.01
.01
-.02
.01
Case 2 Considering others’ perspectives
Trait Mindfulness
.02
.01
-.01
.04
Mindfulness Experience
.33
.43
-.52
1.17
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
-.01
.01
-.02
.01
Case 2 Overall ethicality
Trait Mindfulness
.02
.01
-.01
.05
Mindfulness Experience
.43
.45
-.46
1.31
Trait Mindfulness*Mindfulness Experience
-.01
.01
-.03
.01
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Table J3.
The Effect of the Interaction between Mindfulness Experience and Stress on
Ethical Decision Making
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower Upper
Case 1 Recognizing circumstances
Stress
-.04
.13
-.29
.22
Mindfulness Experience
-.12
.16
-.43
.20
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
.06
.23
-.39
.52
Case 1 Seeking outside help
Stress
-.22
.13
-.48
.04
Mindfulness Experience
-.19
.16
-.51
.13
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
.21
.23
-.25
.67
Case 1 Questioning judgment
Stress
-.10
.13
-.37
.16
Mindfulness Experience
-.13
.16
-.46
.19
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
.08
.24
-.39
.54
Case 1 Managing emotions
Stress
-.01
.04
-.09
.07
Mindfulness Experience
.02
.05
-.08
.12
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
-.09
.07
-.24
.05
Case 1 Anticipating consequences
Stress
-.03
.12
-.26
.21
Mindfulness Experience
-.14
.15
-.43
.15
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
.13
.21
-.29
.54
Case 1 Analyzing personal motivation
Stress
-.14
.12
-.38
.10
Mindfulness Experience
-.15
.15
-.44
.14
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
.18
.22
-.24
.61
Case 1 Considering others’ perspectives
Stress
-.16
.13
-.43
.10
Mindfulness Experience
-.03
.16
-.35
.29
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
.08
.24
-.39
.55
Case 1 Overall ethicality
Stress
-.12
.13
-.37
.13
Mindfulness Experience
-.16
.16
-.47
.15
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
.05
.23
-.40
.50
Case 2 Recognizing circumstances
Stress
.05
.10
-.14
.25
Mindfulness Experience
.00
.12
-.24
.24
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
-.08
.18
-.43
.26
Case 2 Seeking outside help
Stress
-.04
.14
-.31
.24
Mindfulness Experience
-.01
.17
-.35
.32
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
.15
.25
-.34
.63
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Table J3 (Cont’d).
The Effect of the Interaction between Mindfulness Experience and Stress on
Ethical Decision Making
95% Confidence
Intervals
B
SE
Lower Upper
Case 2 Questioning judgment
Stress
.02
.11
-.20
.24
Mindfulness Experience
.10
.14
-.17
.37
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
.08
.20
-.32
.47
Case 2 Managing emotions
Stress
.02
.02
-.02
.06
Mindfulness Experience
.02
.03
-.03
.07
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
.00
.04
-.08
.07
Case 2 Anticipating consequences
Stress
.09
.11
-.12
.30
Mindfulness Experience
.16
.13
-.10
.42
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
-.10
.19
-.47
.27
Case 2 Analyzing personal motivation
Stress
.00
.11
-.21
.21
Mindfulness Experience
.08
.13
-.18
.33
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
.17
.19
-.20
.53
Case 2 Considering others’ perspectives
Stress
.06
.11
-.15
.27
Mindfulness Experience
.11
.13
-.15
.37
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
-.08
.19
-.46
.30
Case 2 Overall ethicality
Stress
-.01
.11
-.23
.21
Mindfulness Experience
.02
.14
-.25
.30
Stress*Mindfulness Experience
.16
.20
-.23
.55
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